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Dear Mr. O’Neill:

Pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 3, Section 63 as most recently
amended by Chapter 557 of the Acts of 1986, the Senate Committee
on Post Audit and Oversight respectfully submits to the full Senate
the following report: A Review of Faculty Workload Policies and
Faculty Workloads at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst.

This report is based on research by the Senate Post Audit and
Oversight Bureau. It examines the current policies and procedures
used by the University of Massachusetts at Amherst (UMA) to
monitor, manage and report on the activities of its faculty. The report
also examines the actual workloads of faculty at UMA.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Increased financial burdens borne by students and their families in support of public higher
education in Massachusetts has heightened concerns about the ability of the institutions within
that system to fulfill their missions. Because faculties at these institutions are the state
employecs whose activities are most essential to the success of this goal, the Committee decided
to examine the issues of faculty workload policies and actual workloads. The Committee chose
to review the policies and faculty workload at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst
(UMA) because the University’s status as the state’s "flagship® campus offered the best
opportunity to study these issues.

This report by the Senate Committee on Post Auditand Ovsrsight examines the current policies
and procedures used by UMA to monitor, manage and report on the activities of its faculty.
The Committee explored the traditional faculty duties of traching, research,and public service.
These faculty activities are directly related to the mission and goals of UMA.

To measure faculty workload, the Committee analyzed instruction (teaching), research and
public service workload of faculty. However, due to insufficient reporting systems at UMA,
a comprehensive analysis was not possible. This data deficiency restricted the Committee to
examining the instructional activities of faculty at UMA and from them make inferences
relative to other faculty duties. This is unfortunate, for faculty have great discretion and
autonomy over their unscheduled time, a block of time this study discovered is too large to
remain uncxplained.

The new decentralized higher cducation governance structure established by Chapter 142 of
the Acts of 1991 of fers greater fiscal and administrative autonomy to the Board of Trustees
‘for the University of Massachusetts and the UMA administration. This autonomy combined
with the threat to affordability and access requires that the accountability demands of the
students, their families and the public be addressed.




The Committee found:

L State appropriations to the university have been drastically reduced.
These lost revenues have been replaced ‘n part by the university through
substantial increases in student tuition and fees.

® Faculty contact with students In traditional classroom setiings appears
to have increased between academic years 1988-89 and 1991-92 despite
reductions in the faculty workforce and enrollment.

] The Committee estimates that faculty at UMA spend between 29.1 and
98.3 percent of their work week on teaching activities. The average of
45.7 percent appears to be consistent with national estimates.

L However, the current faculty workload reporting systems at the
University do not adequately report faculty activities especially those
related to the research and public service mission of UMA.

Based on these findings, the Committee makes the following recommendations:

L Faculty workload policies should be formalized at the University of Massachusetts at
Amherst. The Committece recommends that the University of Massachusetts at Amherst
(as well as the other public university, state and community college campuses) prepare
annual reports. These reports should detail the activities of faculty and the colleges,
schools and other major budgetary units towards the fulfillment of the institutional
missions. These reports should be widely distributed to legislators and the public.

It isin the best interest of faculty -- and the university as a whole -- that policymakers and the
legislature understand the instructional, research and public service activities of faculty.
Review of faculty activity is the responsibility of the university and is an essential part of
institutional accountability. Therefore, there must be policies in place for the determination
and evaluation of faculty activities and workloads.

The Committce recognizes that the nature of the academic disciplines as well as other factors
(c.g. graduate and undergraduate enrollment) will affect the instructional, research and public
service workloads of faculty. However, it is incumbent upon the University to explain these
factors as they relate to legitimate variations in student/faculty ratios, contact hours and the
research and public service output of the departments, colleges and schools.

The Committee strongly supports and understands the University’s teaching, research and
public service mission and does not recommend that faculty members begin "punching a time
clock" (as some faculty and academic administrators fear). The Committee also recognizes that
institutions of higher education, especially rescarch universities like UMA, operate in a
national "marketplace”, competing for students, funding, faculty and administrators. However,
as the budgeting and evaluation of governmental services is increasingly becoming
performance-based, state entities, including public institutions of higher education, must better
explain how they effectively and efficiently deliver services and fulfill their missions.

L




] Taking into consideration the difficulties it encountered In the development of this
report and the complexity of the issues involved in the determination of faculty
workload, the Committee recommends that the Higher Education Coordinating Council
(HECC) begin the process of "assessing overall facuity productivity" as mandated by
Chapter 142 of the Acts of 1991.

Faculty workload policies and faculty workloads should be studied at every public institution
of higher education. The Higher Education Coordinating Council should not delay in its
system-wide study of faculty productivity. The Committee recommends that the University
of Massachusetts at Amherst and the other university, state college and community college
campuses prepare annual reports detailing the activities of faculty and the colleges or schools
and other major budgetary units towards the fulfillment of the institutional missions.

The issues raised by this report are in no way particular to the University of Massachusetts at
Amherst. The rising costs of education for students and their families in the Commonwealth
demands that concernsabout institutional accountability be addressed at the state’scommunity
colleges, state colleges and the university campuses.

The Committee recognizes that measuring outputs and performance is difficult in many state
agencies. However, the Committee was surprised to find that an institution of public higher
education, which is inherently predisposed toward the t.ansfer of knowledge, is seemingly
unable to communicate its activities to the wider community.
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INTRODUCTION

This report by the Senate Committee on Post Audit and Oversight examines the workload of
faculty at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst (UMA). In it the Committee addresses
the traditional faculty duties of teaching, research, and public service. The report reviews
recent trends in the instructional workload of faculty at the university as measured by two

basic quantifiers: student to faculty ratios and weekly faculty contact hours.

Over the past few years, numerous state agencies throughout the nation have conducted studies
of faculty workload. Many of these studies were comparisons which examined the workload
of the faculty at the various institutions within the same state system. However, within any
public system of higher education, the missions of the component institutions vary widely and

make it difficult to directly compare faculty workloads.

The increased financial burden on students and their families has heightened concerns about
the ability of UMA to ensure that the University's mission is being fulfilled. The Committee,
therefore, chose to examine the faculty workload policies and faculty workloads of UMA since
it is this group of state employees whose activities are essential to ensuring that the
University’s mission is fully discharged. The objectives of the Committee's study were:
] to examine the current policies and procedures employed by the
University to regularly monitor, manage and report on the

activities of its faculty; and

] to determine whether the University’s mission is being cost-
effectively fulfilled.

The Committee chose to examine the workload of faculty at the University of Massachusetts

at Amherst (UMA) because the university’s status as the state’s *flagship" campus offered the
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best opportunity to study the issue.!

PART ONE:
USE OF FACULTY WORKLOAD DATA

Faculty workload refers to activities thatare related to professional duties and responsibilities.
Examples of faculty workload activities are teaching, research, interacting with students,
institutional service, community service, and professional development. The decentralized
nature of the university administration means that the faculty, to a great extent, determine
their unscheduled time -- i.c. their research and service activities. Faculty workload studies are
useful to policymakers and college administrators for budgeting, personnel management, and

accountability purposes. However, faculty workloads are difficult to quantify and/or qualif'y.

For instance, the University of Wisconsin system utilizes what is referred to as the Composite
Support Index (CSI) to identify budget inequities among Wisconsin’s public universities. The
CSI reflects the average instructional dollar support per student credit hour provided for an
institution. It is used by the University of Wisconsin system administrators asan indicator of
relative budgetary support for instruction, not as a formula to drive institutional resource

allocation.

The State University system of Florida produces an "Accountability Plan” which includes nine
facul:y workload, outcome and utilization measures. These reports are required by recently

enacted "Accountability Legislation™. This legislation represents an agrecement between the

LThe Senate Post Audit and Oversight Bureau contacted twenty-five public universities and public higher education
governing boards throughout the United States to gather information that would allow a comparative analysis of faculty
workload standards common to institutions similar to UMA. Unfortunately, the response to our inquiries was minimal and the

workload information obtained was not compatible with instate data. There appears to be no national repository of faculty
workioad information.




Florida State Legislature and the university system that grants greater fiscal and
administrative autonomy to the university system in return for regular rzporting of

institutional data.

CHAPTER 142 OF THE ACTS OF 1991

Chapter 142 of the Acts of 1991 rcorganized the governance of Massachusetts public higher
education by abolishing the Board of Regents and creating in its place the Higher Education
Coordinating Council (HECC) chaired by the Secretary of Education.? Chapter 142 also
consolidated Southeastern Massachusetts University and the University of Lowell into the
University of Massachusetts system with campuses at Amherst, Boston, Dartmouth, Lowell and

Worcester.

HECC is charged with producing a report "assessing overall faculty productivity and overall
teacher effcctiveness within the public system of higher education." HECC must complete this

report on or before January 1, 1994.3

The sections of Chapter 142 related to the reorganization of the university derived, in part,
from the recommendations of the 1989 Report of the Commission on the Future of the

University, Learning to Lead: Building a World-class Public University in Massachusetts (the

so-called "Saxon Commission” report). This report proposed the consolidation of the five
university campuses under a singie Board of Trustees and advocated a return to the statutory

language of the General Laws of the 1960's and 1970’s which offered greater autonomy and

1 Chapter 142 of the Acts of 1991 reorganized the public higher education system by primarily amending Chapter 15A,
relative to the Board of Regents and Chapters 75, 75A and 75B relative to the University of Massachusetts, the Univerzity of
Lowell and Southeastern Massachusetts University respectively.

SSection 33, Chapter 142 Acts of 1991.
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authority to the Board of Trustces. This autonomy and authority was supposedly curtailed

under the reign of the Massachusctts Board of Regents governing structure (1980 to July of

1991).

Chapter 142 offers greater fiscal and administrative autonomy to the new five campus

University of Massachusetts. This structure demands that the Board of Trustees of the

University of Massachusetts and UMA administrators ensure that there are sufficient internal
controls, policics and reporting mechanisms in place that will allow the university to fulfill its

mission and of fer adequate accountability.

PART TWO:
THE MISSION OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AT AMHERST

The campus at Amherst is the largest of the five campuses of the newly consolidated University
of Massachusetts. Within its ten schools and colleges, the university of fers associate’s degrees
in eight disciplines, bachelor's degrees in ninety-two disciplines, master’s degrees in seventy
disciplines, and the doctorate in forty-cight disciplines. Undergraduate full-time equivalent
(FTE) enroliment in the fall of 1991 was 16,972 students; graduate FTE enrollment was 4,433.4
The university employed 1,052 FTE faculty in the fall of 1991.5 Total FTE enrollment (both
undergraduate and graduate) declined by 9.3 percent between the fall of 1989 and 1991. FTE

faculty ranks were reduced over 14.0 percent from 1,232 FTE faculty in 1988.

The University of Massachusetts at Amherst has grown considerably since its incorporation as

the Massachusetts Agricultural College in 1863, and has operated under various governing

4Undergraduate headcount in the fall of 1991 was 17,271 students which included Stockbridge students (330). Graduate
headcount was 6,073.

5This FTE figure includes all tenured and non-tenured instructional staff with the titles of professor, associate professor,
assistant professor, instructor, and lecturer. Teaching assistants and other "non-faculty” are not included.

4
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structures. In that year, the Massachusctts General Court incorporated the Trustees of the
Massachusetts Agricultural College intending the "leading object" of the college "to teach such
branches of learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanic arts, in order to promote
the liberal and practical education of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and

professions of life - "8

There was a clear vision and mission for "Mass Aggie" as well as a broad mandate to the trustees
for the management of the college. The incorporating legislation had reporting provisions
offering the accountability which the legislature deemed necessary since the Massachusetts
Agricultural College was not under the direction of the Department of Education. Since 1863,
statutory language relative to the mission of the university has recognized the instructional,

research, and public service functions of the university.

The most recent Mission Statement adopted by the Board of Trustees for the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst (March 1989) sces UMA as sharing a,

"fundamental mission with all great universities: the acquisition, advancement,
and dissemination of knowledge through teaching, research, and service."”

This is the same commitment sought by the legislature as it incorporated this seat of higher

education in 1863.

One index of a state’s commitment to a public university’s mission is State Revenues per Full-
time Equivalent (FTE) Student. This measure identifies the largest portion of financial

resources available to a university. Table I illustrates the change in state revenues per FTE

6"An Act to incorporate the Trustees of the Massachusetts Agricultural College.” Chapter 220 of the Acts and Resolves of
Massachusetts, 1863.

7 The new Board of Trustees for the merged five campus University of Massachusetts is in the process of rewriting the
mission statement of all of the campuses; Amherst, Boston, Dartmouth, Lowell and Worcester.

5
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rTable I - Change in State and student Revenues per FTE student
for the University of Massachusetts at Amharst and Peer
nstitutions - Fiscal Years 1989 and 1991.

Institutions - Fiscal YOars B e

FY89 FY91
State State
Revenues Revenuves PERCENT

University per Studeat per Studeat CHANGE
Rutgers,State University of New Jerscy $8,337 $8,164 -2.1%
University of California at Santa Barbara $7,497 $8,016 6.9%
University of Maryland at College Park $7,812 $7,648 -2.1%
University of Nebraska at Lincoln $5,658 §$7,111 25.7%
University of Connecticut —1°9,§,
Pennsylvania State University $4,115 $4,467 8.6%
University of Delaware $3,418 $3,470 1.5%
University of Colorado at Boulder $2,399 $2,394 -0.2%
Peer group Average $5,912 $6,007 2.4%

Student Student
Revenues Reveaues PERCENT

University per Student per Studeat CHANGE
University of Delaware $5,306 $6,509 2.17%
Pennsylvania State University $5,020 $5,674 13.0%
University of Colorado at Boulder $4,519 $5,089 12.6%
Rutgers,State University of New Jersey
University of Maryland at College Park
University of Connecticut
University of California at Santa Barbara $2,222 $2,583 16.2%
University of Nebraska at Lincoln $1,962 $2,221 13.2%'
Peer group Average $3,462 $4,154 203%

student for UMA and eight other pecr institutions between fiscal years 1989 and 1991. On

average, the public universities in this group experienced a 2.4 percent increase in per student
state revenues. UMA dropped in :ank from fourth to sixth among it’s peer universities. The
unijversity expericnced a 15.5 percent decrease in state revenucs per student during this period

(from $7,134 to $6,025 per FTE student). The Committee estimates that the state revenucs per

student in FY92 would be $5,506, a 22.8 percent decrease in state revenucs between FY89 and

FY92.
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The university's revenue "pie" has been shrinking due to substantial reductions in state
financial support. The university, however, has been able to offsct these reductions by
requiring students to increase their financial support of the university through substantial
increases in tuition and fees.® Undergraduate tuition and fees, $2,517 in AY88-89, increcased
by 93.2 percent to $4,863 in AY91-92. It should be noted that these charges, both before and
after the incrcases, were well above those charged at most public universiiies nationally.
Compared to a group of "peer” institutions, UMA is well above the average tuition and fees for
AY92-93 at $5,062 (a 101.1 percent increase from AY88-89).% It is this significant increase
in student charges which has heightened concerns about the ability of UMA to ensure that the

University's mission is being fulfilled.

In FY89, total student contributions (revenues) to the university accounted for 25.9 percent or
$89.8 million of all revenues available to UMA. That same year, state revenues accounted for
64.2 percent of UMA’s total revenues or $222.8 million. In FY91, state revenues equaled $180.4
million and student revenues were $125.2 million.

PART THREE:
THE FACULTY

In academic year 1991-92 (AY91-92), the distribution of full-time equivalent faculty with the
rank of (full) professor, associate professor and assistant professor was 57.1, 27.3 and 15.6
percent respectively. This compares with the peer group distribution average of 46.1,29.8 and

24.1 percent for professors, associate and assistant professors respectively. Table II displays

8'Five-Campu- Peer Study,” Donahue Institute for Governmental Services, Five-Campus Institutional Research Group, June
1, 1992. Student revenues include revenues from tuition and required fees, including 1ab fees and other special fees. State
revenues include revenues from the state appropriation, plus fringe benefits paid by the state.

9The Donahue Institute determined the eight peer inatitutions for UMA based on the following criteria: 1.all peers are public
institutions; 2.six of the eight are land grant universities; 3.no peers have a medical school; 4.all peers are classified by the
Carnegie Foundation as Research I or Il institutions; 5.all are comprehensive with 7%-16% of degrees in Engineering; 6.all have
sponrsored research between $32-$85 million; and 7.all have similar student body characteristics. "Five-Campus Peer Study,”
Donahue Institute for Governmental Services, Five-Campus Institutional Research Group, June 1, 1992. The AY92-03 tuition

and fee data was taken from the October 21, 1992 edition of The Chronicle of Higher Education.

—_—
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Table II =~ Faculty Salary Averages by Rank for UMA and Peer
Institutions - Fall 1991,

. ——- - === - ]

l (Full) Associate Assistant

1 Professor Professor Professor

{ University po. pereceat Salary 1 po. percent Sslary | oo perceat Salacy
Rutgers,State U.of New Jersey 552 4.6% $19.9{ 420 33.9¢ $51.9| 267 215%  $45.4
U.of California-Santa Barbara 371 59.8%  $73.0{ 103 16.6%  $48.6| 146 23.5%  $41.9
U.of Connecticut 530 H.0% $69.2] 286 26.5%  $52.4| 265 24.5%  $42.6
U.of Maryland 527 46.1%  $68.6| 392 343% 483 224 19.6%  $40.8
‘Pennsylvania Siate U, 604 409%  $61.9] 439 29.3%  $39.3
'U.of Delaware 36.7%  $66.2| 308 $38.9
U.of Colorado 46.5%  $64.2| 286 gqg
Uof Missichitsante-An SR 86l [T 98F 15.0% 5 9316
U.of Nebraska - 402%  $61.0| 316 . 30.8%  $39.0
Peer group Average 46.1% $68.0{ 316 29.8%  $49.5| 255 24.1%  $40.6

-~ - -

the fall 1991 faculty average salaries at UMA as compared to its "peer” institutions.)® The
average salaries for professors, associate professors, and assistant professors at these
institutions were $68,000, $49,500 and $40,600 respectively. Similar ranked faculty at UMA
were paid $61,900, $47,200 and $37,600 respectively (or 15.5, 11.5 and 14.4 percent below the

peer group average respectively).

When all graduate student resources are included in a count of those teaching at UMA, the

7

distribution of instructional staff changes some. Figure I displays, by college and school,
graduate student resources (teaching assistants) as a percent of all instructional resources
actually teaching. In AY91-92, 13.2 percent of all instructional personnel were graduate
student teaching assistants and associates (TA’s). This is down from 14.7 percent in AY88-89.
Most departments at UMA (70.3 percent) had fewer than 10.0 percent of their instructional

staff as TA's. Appendix A,"Full-Time Equivalent Instructional Resources, Academic Year 1991-

92," details the distribution of teaching resource by department at UMA.
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Sstudent Resources Teaching in Academic Year 1991-92.

PART FOUR:
MEASURES OF FACULYTY WORKLOAD

The Committee realizes that no single measure exists which can adequately assess the entire
range of faculty activities. There are, however, measures which can be derived from available
institutional data to quantify the instructional activities of faculty an area which is of
particular interest to this legislature. Some measures used are credit hours, contact hours,and
student/faculty ratios. Used together, the Committce feels, these figures can give a clear

picture of the instructional component of faculty endeavors.

There are difficulties associated with measuring, monitoring, and ¢valuating the research and
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public service activitics of faculty. In this part of the report, the faculty workload policies of
the university are examined and the issues concerning the reporting of research and public
service activitics are explored. Student/faculty ratios and weekly faculty contact hour

measures are used as the primary measurements of faculty instructional workload at the

University of Massachusetts at Amherst (UMA).

FACULTY WORKLOAD POLICIES AT UMA

Univzrsity policies which relate to faculty workload reflect the necd of the university as a
public research institution to expect faculty to participate in - and excel at - teaching, research
and publicservice activities, However, the collective bargaining agreement and the university
personnel policy offer littie direction as to how faculty activities and performance are to be

monitored, managed and reported.

Article XV of the 1986-89 collective bargaining agreement for the University of Massachusetts
Faculty (both Amherst and Boston) addresses faculty workload. Section one of this article,
referring to the goals of the University, requires,

"that the average workload for faculty members consist of three basic clements:

(a) the basic instructional workload, (b) rescarch, creative or professional

activity, and (c) service both on and of f campus.”
Article XV, however, is vague and contradictory in parts, making it difficult to understand
exactly what factors take precedence in determining the instructional workload of faculty at
the departmental level. For example, section three states that the actual instructional workload

assignments shall reflect,

"(a) the academic needs of the department or program, (b) the faculty member’s
qualificationsand expertise,and (¢) the faculty member’s professional interests.”

This agreement yiclds much of the development of teaching schedules and workload up to the

past practices of the departments without any guarantee that the university’s mission is being

10




addressed to it fullest.!?

Section 4.9 of the "Academic Personnel Policy of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst,
Boston, and Worcester™? states that consideration of a candidate for tenure shall be based on
"Convincing evidence of excellence in at least two, and strength in the third, of
the areas of teaching; of research, creative or professional activity; and of

service."
Section 5.2 of the policy states that asa condition of employment all faculty must satisfactorily

fulfill the following responsibilities:

"a) Performarnice of assigned teaching activities including counseling and
appropriate evaluation of student work.

b) Scholarly, creative and professional activity adequate, asa minimum, for
continuing updating of course content and other instructional and
professional activities soas toreflect current developments in the faculty
member's academic field.

c) Participation in the operation and governance of the department, college
or school, campus or University to the extent normally expected of all
faculty members.

d) Participation in extension work, continuing education, and other
professional outreach service when such service is usually expected of all
faculty members of the unit in which the faculty member holds an
appointment.”

These documents (the collective bargaining agreement and the academic personnel policy) are
the basis of the relationship between the faculty and the administration, and they reveal an
explicit expectation of teaching, research and service responsibilities for faculty. Other than
these policies, there appears to be no formal guidelines or other policies in place to determine

what constitutes "convincing evidence of excellence” in either of the three areas of teaching,

research or service at the university, college/school or department level.

11ph e most recent collective bargaining agreement for faculty at Massachusetts’ state colleges spells out "(24) semester hovrs
of credit of instruction per year™ as the normal faculty teaching workload. This translates into 12 credit hours per semester.
»Ag:~ement Between the Boar« of Regents of Higher Education and the Massachusetts Teachers Association/NEA," Article XII,
page 191-192, as most recently amended, December 27, 1990.

1254 policy was adopted by the old three-campus Board of Trustees in 1976. However, the new five-campus Board voted
to continue the existing policies until changed.
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Many studies and articles have been written about the sceming incompatibility between the
teaching and rescarch demands made on faculty. The selection and advancement policics of
many universities place grcater emphasis on the research productivity of faculty than on

teaching.

By and large, faculty believe that professional recognition, tenure and promotion are dependent
on rescarch productivity, and acknowledge an admitted professional preference toward such
activities over teaching undergraduate students. A 1990 survey of academic department chairs
in doctoral institutions (all public and private research and doctoral granting institutions)
revealed that 73.0 percent rated "research quality® as a very important factor in hiring full-time
tenure-track faculty, while only 45.0 percent rated “teaching quality” as being an important
factor in the hiring of new faculty. This same survey found that 84.0 percent rated “research
quality” as being very important in the granting of tenure, 77.0 percent rated the "quality of
publications” as very important, and 68.0 percent rated "teaching quality” as an important

factor.!s

The Carnegie Foundation in 1990 reported the findings of its survey of faculty attitudes which
found that the emphasis away from tcaching is felt as strongly in the profession as with
administrators. For example, 95.0 percent of faculty at research institutions (public and
private) agreed that it is difficult for a person to achieve tenure if he or she does not publish.
This survey found that 95.0 percent also felt that the number (not quality) of publications was
important for the granting of tenure in their departments and 76.0 percent felt that receiving

research grants was important for the granting of tenure. Also, 66.0 percent stated outright

13National Center for Educational Statistics Survey Report, A Descriptive Report of Academic Departments in Higher
Education Institutions, January 1990, U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Statistics.
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that their primary interests lie in research or lean toward research !4

Though surveys such as these have not been made with faculty at UMA directly, the Committee
concludes that because workloads are similar and the administrative and incentive structure

is similar to that of the profession as a whole, that the emphasis on research is similar to other

rescarch universities.

In his much publicized, "Annual Report of the Dean of the (Harvard University) Faculty of
Arts and Sciences 1990-91", Dean Henry Rosovsky offered his impressions on the increasing

degree of "faculty freedom and indecpendence® where ™ aissez-faire_ has already produced

destructive tendencies. It was Dean Rosovsky's "firm belief™ that indeed:

"(I)t has become extremely difficult to say what constitutes standard
tcaching loads..Do professors tcach what they choose or does the department
insist that certain basic courses be covered? Why do humanists teach more than
social and natural scientists? Why do some science departments have heavier
teaching loads than others? Last year I asked a number of large departments to
describe their standard loads. One chairman replied that it was not possible for
him to answer the question.

"We have every right to assume that a Harvard professor’s primary
obligation is to the institution - essentially students and collcagues - and that all
else is secondary..The institution in which we have a full-time job has the
greatest claim on our effort.”

However, it was Dean Rosovsky’s impression that for a "significant minority” of Harvard

faculty:

*(T)he sum of their efforts outside of Harvard is (was) greater than their
efforts inside Harvard. We are dealing here with a mixture of activities:
business ventures, professional activities, lectures, consulting (worldwide) for
governments, etc. These activities have varying degrees of legitimacy and may
be valuable for the individual and the University. But at the moment they are
almost entirely controlled by the individual professors. There is no knowledge,
and no recal control or management from the administration.

"FAS (the Harvard University Faculty of Arts and Sciences) has become

14Boyer, Ernest L., Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate, The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement

of Teaching, 1990.
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a socicty largely without rules, or to put it slightly differently, the tenured
membess of the faculty - frequently as individuals - make their own rules.”
Decan Rosovsky laments the lack of faculty data available to the department chairs and deans
at Harvard University and recognizes that without readily available faculty data "it is much

more difficult to be fair with individual professors or to cstablish reasonable average standards

of performance.”

The University of Massachusetts at Amherst is in a far better position to of fer administrators
and the public a description of the activities of its faculty. However, without measures of
faculty workload and productivity related to research and public service activities there is no
way of truly understanding or evaluating in a comprehensive manner the workload of UMA

faculty.
MEASURING, EVALUATING AND REPORTING FACULTY ACTIVITY AT UMA

There appcars to be several internal management systems which collect faculty activity
information at UMA. Appendix B, "Selected Recent Assessments of Faculty Activity"
summarizes some of these activities. For the purposes of the Committee’s study, only the seven
report categories under "Ongoing Management Systems and Reports® are considered regular
mechanisms as they arce performed annually and/or semesterly. The first three items under
"Internal Management Reviews" ("College Review Process, 'Program and Budget Review’ and
the 'Faculty Reallocation Process’) section are considered "scmi-regular” because they were
performed annually for some time before being discontinued. The "External Review" section,
while important for setting longer-term goals, is not appropriate for providing short-term

accountability.

As Appendix B suggests, the ongoing management systems do not offer a comprehensive view
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of faculty activitics. Other than the Annual Faculty Report, each report appears to deal with
a single or a limited number of activities. The disconnectedness of these asscssment systems
would require a great deal of effort on the part of central administrators let alone a legislator
or other interested party (the public), to get a complete picture of faculty activities at the
departmental, college, and campus levels. While these systems offer department heads some
insight into the activitics of their faculty and play an important role in the personnel decision

making process (tenure) their ability to report to the wider world is somewhat limited.

Great importance is placed on the Annual Faculty Reports (AFR). They are described by
University administrators as "central to management decision making®. This may be so,
however, the reliability and usefulness of the AFR as a reporting and monitoring system is
questionable because faculty report on their activities retrospectively. The significant time-lag
between the filling out of the AFR and the reporting period calls into question the validity of
the AFR. For example, faculty members were given the AFR form on October 1, 1991 and were
to report on their activities for the Fall 1990 (Sept.- Dec. 1990) and the Spring 1991 (Jan.- May
1991) semesters. Considering that the AFR is relied upon heavily as a source of information
to managers it is necessary that the Annual Faculty Report process be periodically tested for

reliability.1®

The weaknesses of the UMA reporting systems and the apparent lack of clarity in the personnel
policy and collective bargaining documents are not inconsistent with the practices of other
public and private universities or the professional interests and activities of faculty across the

nation.

18 Memorandum to deans, directors, department heads, chairs and faculty members from Director of Academic Personnel,
Office of the Provost, University of Massachusetts at Amherst dated August 15,1991,
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At UMA this dilemma is further complicated because of the general nature of research and
public service activities as well as the reliability of the current reporting systems employed by

the University.

MEASURING, EVALUATING AND REPORTING RESEARCH AND PUBLIC SERVICE
ACTIVITIES AT UMA

The Committee realizes the dif ficulties involved in measuring, monitoring, and evaluating the
research and public service activities of faculty. Issues of quality and comparability make it
difficult to measure these activities. Defining quality and quantity measures is made more
difficult by the varying nature of the academic disciplines. However, these difficulties should
not deter departments, schools and colleges, ano the university from regularly reporting on

these activities.

Educators as well as managers in both the public and private sectors are focusing on quality
measurements of effcctiveness and ef ficiency. The national debate over school reform and the
introduction of "total quality management” (TQM) conceptsin private industry and government
operations attest to this. Administrators at UMA point to the decentralized management
structure of higher education institutions as a strength as well as consistent with the TQM

approach.

However, as Appendix B points out, the regular ("ongoing") management systems of UMA do
not report qualitative measures of faculty activity. Instead the reports produced by these
systems are, by and large, a counting of things such as degrees granted, scheduled courses,
information gathered from Annual Faculty Reports (e.g. number of books and scholarly
products etc.), and grants and awards sought and awarded. Student evaluations of teaching

performance are considered a qualitative output measure, however, it is unclear how important
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these evaluations are in the tenure-granting process. The 1990 Carnegic Foundation survey of

faculty found that there is no strong evidence to suggest that student evaluations greatly

impact the granting of tenure in research universities.1®

Public service activities of faculty are disparate. These activities occur on campus or off and
are organized or individual. However, since public service (and research) is part of the
University’s mission and faculty are expected to perform such duties, they need to be

quantified and/or qualified and reported on a regular basis.

Faculty at UMA report their public service activitics on the Annual Faculty Reports (AFR)
under one of five categories: 1) Departmental Service and Administrative Contributions, 2)
School, Coliege, or University Service and Administrative Contributions, 3) Service to
Profession or Discipline, 4) Professionally Related Outreach Sei vice to the Public beyond the
University, and 5) Other activities.!” According to Appendix_ B, it appears that 1987 was the

last time a comprehensive "listing™ of public service activities was compiled.

The AFR is also utilized to collect discrete products of the research and scholarly activities of
faculty. UMA faculty are required to report "Research, Creative, or Professional Activity" in

sixtecn scparate categories (for example: books, articles, performances, etc.).® A 1991 study

1sAccording to the Carnegie survey 51% of faculty at research universities (both public and private) felt that student
evaluations were very (10%) important or fairly (41%) important for granting tenure in their departments while 46% felt that
student evaluations were very (16%) unimportant or fairly (30%) unimportant. 72% of faculty at research universities felt that
recommendations from current or former students were unimportant for granting tenure. Boyer, Ernest L.,Scholarship
Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate, The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1990, Tables A-6 and
A-18.

17Memorandum to deans, directors, department heads, chairs and facuity members from Director of Academic Personnel,
Office of the Provost, University of Massachusetts at Amherst dated August 15, 1991,

18Ibid. The categories include: A. Research Activity: 1. Completed - a.Books and Monographs; b.Textbooks; ¢ .Edited Books,
Anthologies,Collections,Bibliographies;d.Articles in Journals;e.Chaptersin Books;f.Reviews, Abstracts,Pamphlets; and g.Papers
presented at conferences and meetings which were published ": the proceedings. 2. Work Completed and Accepted for
Publication. 8. Work Completed and Submitted for Review. 4. Work in Progress. B. Creative Activity {performances, shows,
compositions,etc.): 1. Completed, 2. Completed but not yet presznted,performed, produced,or published. 8. In Progress. C.
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completed by the Social and Demographic Rescarch Institute (SADRI) at the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst calculated median and average productivity measures based on the
number of scholarly products and monetary awards attributed to faculty within each of the
academic departments and college/schools of the university.!® SADRI measures were used
to assist UMA administrators to make program changes due to budget constraints. In this case
it appears that university administrators utilized quantitative analysis as a factor in
distributing budget cuts across programs. As of this writing, however, neither SADRI or the

administration have updated this counting of research activities.

A distinction must bec made between those public service and research activities which are
being performed for the University and those which faculty members perform (and are

compensated for, over and above their salary) which can be considered secondary employment.

Although faculty appear to be reporting their activities (through the AFR process), there still
is little in the way of qualitative data being regularly reported upward from the departments
and outward to the public and the legislature. The same can be said of the quantitative data
which is being generated by the systems described in Appendix B. These data are not

coordinated enough to give a comprchensive view of faculty activities.?0

Therefore, since the University is unable to of fer adequate quantitative or quality (dutcome)
variables for the public to examine to determine whether it is fulfilling its mission, the

Committee has been forced to use quantitative measures relating to the instructional effort of

Professional Activity not included in A or B above: 1.Completed, 2.In Progress. D. Other Research, Creative, or Professional
Activities not adequately covered in any of the previous sections.

19 rMass Department and School Productivity Measures: 1084-1988 {Revised May 29, 1991),"Social and Demographic
Research Institute memorandum dated May 29, 1991.

2OAlt;o, as already noted, the Committee questions the reliability of the AFR as a reporting mechanism on which much of
the reporting depends.
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faculty which the UMA management systems provide (student/faculty ratios and weckly
faculty contact hours) and from this analysis, make inferences about the research and public

service efforts of UMA faculty.

STUDENT TO FACULTY RATIOS

Student/faculty ratios are a common measure of teacher workloads. Institutions and academic
departments use these ratios to indicate institutional or program quality. Accrediting agencies
sometimes utilize student/faculty ratios as factors in the accreditation process. This section
discussesstudent/faculty ratiosat UMA and how thez ch.anged between AY88-89 and AY91-92.
Appendix C,"University of Massachusetts at Amherst Student/Faculty Ratios Academic Years,
1988-89 to 1991-92", details these ratios by department and college/school. The university-wide
student/faculty ratio increased from 13.9 in AY88-89 to 14.4 in AY91-92, a change of 3.6
percent.?! A decrease in FTE faculty from 1,213 to 1,041 and a simultaneous decrease in FTE

instructed students from 16,886 to 15,023 made this increase possible.

Student/faculty ratios vary within the university’s schools and colleges. Figure II illustrates
the range of student/faculty ratios among the various departments and disciplines within the
large budgetary units (i.e. the ten colleges and schools). As an example, in AY91-92, within the
Humanities and Fine Arts (with an overall ratio of 13.5 to 1), the student/faculty ratio for the
Classics department was 33.2 to l'. In contrast, the Germanic Languages and Literature

department had a ratio of 9.6 to 1.22  The variation in departmental student/faculty ratios

may be due to the nature of the discipline, the research and service workload of faculty, or

2por this report, ratios were calculated by dividing the total number of full-time equivalent (FTE) students by the number
of FTE faculty. See Appendix C "NOTES" for further information.

2?',The 5.5 FTE faculty of the Classics department instructed 182.5 FTE students while the Germanic Languages and
Literature department instructed 96.4 FTE students with 10.0 FTE faculty.
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above average graduate student enrollment.

Lower student/faculty ratios may be required in disciplines such as foreign languages which
require intensive personal interaction between teacher and student. Larger student/faculty
ratios may be more justifiable in survey and introductory classes with high enrollments such
as philosophy, history or other social sciences.

Lower ratios can also be expected in

departments which have a large proportion of graduate students.
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CONTACT HOURS

A second measure used to define faculty workload is contact hours. Contact hours reflect
actual time, in hours, spent on instructional activities. Weekly Faculty Contact Hoursrefer to:

the number of hours in a week a faculty member meets with classes in a formal
instructional environment or in any other credit-bearing session.

Such activities include laboratories, studios, and discussion periods which of fer studentcredits.
For the purposes of this study, these formal activities fall under the rubric of “lecture™ or
regular classroom instruction. There are also other instructional activities, such as
independent study, practica, and thesisand dissertationsupervision which of fer studentcredits

and must be considered when measuring faculty workload.

The American Association of University Professors (AAUP), a national professional
organization representing the interests of faculty, prescribes an optimal weekly contact hour
standard of six hours (6.0) for faculty at research institutions such as UMA. The AAUP
rationale relates to lecture or regular classroom activities {lecture, lab, discussion and studio
"classes”) and recognizes that workloads may be affected by other demands made on teachers
related to teaching (i.e. independent study, practica, thesis and dissertation supervision),

rescarch and public service.?®

At UMA, during AY91-92, average weekly faculty contact hours per FTE faculty member (in
lecture type settings) was 7.1 hours. This is a 7.5 percent increase over the 6.6 hour average in
AY88-89 and above the AAUP preferred six hour standard. Itisin these classes that a majority
of undergraduate students receive their instruction. Appendix D, "University of Massachusetts

at Amherst, Faculty Contact Hours, Academic Year 1991-92," displays contact hour data for

237he American Association of University Professors, "Statement on Faculty Workload,” October 1049 {revised April 1990).
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cach department at UMA.

Across all academic departments in AY91-92, 63.4 percent of the departments were above the

AAUP six hour preferred standard and 36.5 percent of the departments were above the

university-wide 7.1 hour average. Figure IIIillustrates the range in lecture type contact hours

for each of the colleges and schools at UMA for AY91-92.

College or School

Humanit.& Fine Arts
Natural Sci.& Math.
Social & Behav.Sci.

Education
Engineering

Food & Natural Resc.
Management

Nursing

Physical Education
Public Health
University-wide

Senate Post Audit & Oversight
Source: UMA OIRP
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Average Weekly Faculty Contact Hours at
i991-92.

Faculty spent an average of 5.7 hours per week on non-lecture type instructional contact with

students. Non-lecture type faculty contact includes supervision of independent study,

practica, honors, masters thesis and doctoral dissertation supervision, and program fce students
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(Appendix D). These duties by and large can only be performed by tenurcd faculty and though

these scssions do not take place in traditional classroom or lab scttings, they do of fer students
credit and require closer student/faculty contact. Between AY88-89 and AY91-92 therec was
a slight decrease in non-lecture type instructional contact from 5.8 coi act hours per FTE
faculty to 5.7. Total weekly contact hours (in lecture and non-lecture type settings) averaged
12.8 hours per FTE faculty in AY91-92, slightly greater than the 12.4 hours in AY88-89. Thus,
it can be said that even though the total weekly faculty contact hour average increased only

stightly, it was produced by a modest increase in traditional contact in lecture-type settings.

However, it should be noted that if the atypical contact hour averages produced by the School
of Education faculty are excluded, the university-wide contact hour averages decrease to: 6.7
hours for lecture type instruction, 4.7 hours for non-lecture type instruction, and 11.3 total

contact hours.

Like the slight increase in student/faculty ratios between AY 88-89 and AY91-92, the increase
in lecture contact hours may be attributed to a reduction in the FTE faculty workforce rather
than to any volume increase in the hours taught by faculty members themselves. However, it
should be noted that there was an increase in lecture contact hours between AY88-89 and
AY91-92 (7.6 percent) and a slight (1.7 percent) decrease in non-lecture contact hours during
the same period. Thus it appears that "traditional® classroom contact between students and

faculty has not suffered with reductions in the faculty workforce or enrollment.

There appears to be an inverse relationship between contact hours and student/faculty ratios
at UMA (Table II1). Those departments which had average contact hours below the university-
wide average tend to have student/faculty ratios above the university-wide average in AY9I-

92. For exa' ple, the History department had a student/faculty ratio of 19.3to 1 and a contact
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Table III: Average Weekly Faculty contact Hours and
gtudent/Faculty Ratios at UMA - Academic Year 1991-92,

[T TR ]

"Lecture® Other TOTAL | Student/

College or School Contact Contact Contact | Faculty
Hours Hours Hours Ratios

Humanities & Fine Arts 8.9 3.5 12.4 13.5
Natural Sci.& Mathematics 5.4 4.0 94 12.6
Social & Behavioral Sci. 59 5.1 11.0 22.3
Education 8.6 26.3 34.9 18.3
Engineering 5.6 9.1 14.7 11.4
Food & Natural Resources 7.3 3.4 10.7 11.1
Management 6.9 2.8 9.7 15.0
Nursing 6.9 33 10.3 9.6
Physical Education 8.0 4.4 12.4 17.6
Public Health 54 5.6 11.0 14.6
University-Wide Average 7.1 5.7 12.8 14.4

hour average of 5.8 (lecture type). This was the case in over 79.0 percent of the departments
during AY91-92. Nearly 24.0 percent of the departments had above the university-wide
average averages in both measures and 19.0 percent registered below university-wide averages
on both measures. Such a relationship implies that as student/faculty ratios become larger (a
possible consequence of budget cuts) and enrollment declines, average faculty contact becomes

limited to fewer hours per week.

It must be noted again that differences between departments in contact hours and
student/faculty ratios may be influenced by the nature of the disciplines and the research and

public service activities of faculty. However, these differences must be more clearly explained

and reported.
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SUMMARY

A comprehensive view of the workload of faculty at the University of Massachusetts at
Amherst (UMA) is unavailable at this time. The Committec has not been able to account for the
research and public service activitics of UMA faculty at the department, college/school or
institutional levels because the current reporting mechanisms of UMA do notadequately collect
and report on these activities. There are, it appears, many formal systems in place which
collect discrete information about faculty activities, workloads, and productivity. However,
this information is not coordinated to provide a regular report that ensures the University’s

mission is being fulfilled. Therefore, the Committce, without either qualitative or quantitative
measures of public service and research activities, has been left to make certain assumptions
about these activities based on the institutional data related to the instructional component of
faculty activities (i.e. contact hours). This data, unfortunately, is somewhat narrowly focused
on time, which is not necessarily a quality measurement. However, in order to put the activities
of faculty at UMA into any perspective, the Committee is left with just such a parameter -

time.

The contact hour data can be utilized to estimate the percentof a faculty member’s work week
that is devoted to instructional activities at UMA. The U.S. Department of Education has
estimated that faculty at public research institutions work an average of 52 hours per week and
devote 43 percent of this time to teaching activities.?* By applying a standard measure of

preparation time, faculty would appear to spend, on average, 45.6 percent of their work

24 National Center for Educational Statistice, U.S. Dept. of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement,
Profiles of Faculty in Higher Education Institutions, 1988, pages 47-59.
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Table IV - Total Instructional Hours as a Percent of an Average

40 hour and 52 hour Work Week.
#

Lecture Otber Aversgs  Lecture Toul Perceat of  Perceat of
Coatact  Contact Prep. Contact Instruc- 40 br. 52 br

Colleges or School Hours Hours Time & Prep. | tional Hours | Work wk.  Work wk
Humanities & Fine Arts 9.2 3.1 10.8 20.0 3.1 . 57.9% 44.5%
Natural Sciences & Math. 4.9 4.7 55 10.4 15.1 37.8% 2.1%
" .Social & Behavioral Sci. 6.0 53 10.8 16.8 n.1 55.2% 42.4%
Education 10.0 28.6 12.5 22.5 5i.1 127.8 % 98.3%
Engineering 6.5 1.3 10.8 17.3 24.6 61.4% 47.2%
Food & Natural Resources 7.2 3.4 10.8 18.0 21.4 53.5%) 41.2%
Management 6.0 1.6 10.8 16.8 18.4 46.1% 354%
Nursing 10.9 1.6 12.5 23.4 25.0 62.5% 48.1%
Physical Education 9.5 3.3 12.5 2.0 253 63.1% 48.6%
Public Health 5.1 5.2 10.8 15.9 21.1 52.8% 40.6%
Other 3.3 133 5.5 8.8 2.1 55.2% 42.4%
University-Wide Average 7.1 5.8 10.8 17.9 23.7 59.4% 45.7%

week on teaching activities if the 52 hour per week average applied at UMA (Table 1V).28
If the standard 40 hour work weck were employed, teaching activities (without preparation
time) would account for 32.2 percent of a faculty member’s time (59.2 percent, if adjusted for
preparation time) at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. Table IV describes for each
college and school at UMA, the total instructional hours of faculty as a percentage of both the
standard 40 hour work week and the U.S. D.O.E. 52 hour work week. As noted in the table,

there is considerable variation among the ten colleges and schools at UMA.

However, these are rough estimates based on uncertain assumptions. The only "givens" which

25 Referring to a study by Ladd and Lipset (1977), Harold Yuker associates 10.80 average hours of preparation time with
time spent in class (contact hours) of between 5 and 8. The following relationships are indicated: 1 to 4 class hours warrant an
average of 5.5 preparation hours; 5 to 8 class hours, 10.8 preparation hours; 9 to 16 class hours, 12.5; and 17 to 34 class hours,
9.1 preparation hours per week. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Research Report No.10, 1984, Faculty Workload: Research,
Theory, and Interpretation, Harold E. Yuker. Therefore, 10.8 hours of preparation time would be added to the UMA university-
wide average of 7.1 contact hours and the 5.8 "other” contact hours. These 23.7 total instructional contact hours would
constitute 45.6 percent of a 52 hour work week and 59.8 percent of & 40 hour work week.
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the Committee dealt with were the instructional contact hour data (excluding preparation
time). This means that regardless of how one addresses the issues of preparation time or
average work week th= fact remains that thereisa substantial amount of faculty activity taken

up by research and public service activities which are insufficiently reported by UMA.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee chose to examine the workload of faculty at the University of Massachusetts
at Amherst (UMA) because the university’s status as the state’s "flagship” campus offered the

best opportunity to study the issue.

During the course of the study, the Committee found that the university’s revenue "pie" was
shrinking due to substantial reductions in state financial support and that the university was
able to of fset these reductions by requiring students to increase their financial support of the

university through substantial increases in tuition and fees.

This increased effort on the part of students raises apew questions concerning faculty
workload and the ability of UMA to guarantee that the University’s mission is being fulfilled.
The Committee, therefore, chose to examine the faculty workload policies and faculity
workloads of UMA because it is this group of state employees whose activities are essential to
ensuring that the University’s mission is met. To measure faculty workload, the Committee
analyzed instruction (teaching), research and public service workload of faculty. However,due
to insufficient reporting structures at UMA, a comprehensive analysis was not possible. This
data deficiency restricted the Committee to examining the instructional activities of faculty
at UMA and from them make inferences relative to other faculty duties. This is unfortunate,

for faculty have great discretion and autonomy over their unscheduled time, a block of time
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this study discovered is too large to remain unexplained.

The new decentralized higher education governance structure established by Chapter 142 of
the Acts of 1991 of fers greater fiscal and administrative autonomy to the Board of Trustees
for the University of Massachusetts and the UMA administration. This new structure requires
that the accountability demands of the students, their families and the public be addressed

adequately.

The Committee found:

® State appropriations to the university have been drastically reduced.
These lost revenues have been replaced in part by substantial increases in
student tuition and fees.

] Faculty contact with students in traditional classroom settings appears
to have increased between academic years 1988-89 and 1991-92 despite
reductions in the faculty workforce and enrollment.

® The Committee estimates that faculty at UMA spend between 29.1 and
98.3 percent of their work week on teaching activities, The average of
45.7 percent appears to be consistent with national estimates.

L However, the current faculty workload reporting systems at the UMA do

not adequately report faculty activities especially those related to the
research and public service mission of the University.

Based on these findings, the Comrittec makes the following recommendations:

L Faculty workload policies shouid be formalized at the University of Massachusetts at
Amherst. The Committee recommends that the University of Massachusetts at Amherst
(as well as the other pubiic university, state and community college campuses) prepare
annual reports. These reports should detail the activities of faculty and the colleges,
schools and other major budgetary units towards the fulfillment of the institutional
missions. These reports should be widely distributed to legislators and the public.

It is in the best interest of faculty -- and the university as a whole -- that policymakers and the

legislature understand the instructional, research and public service activities of faculty.

Review of faculty activity is the responsibility of the university and is an essential part of

28

(S




institutional accountability. Therefore, there must be policics in place for the determination

and cvaluation of faculty activitics and workloads.

There should be formal facuity workioad policies at the university, college/school, and
department level and regular reporting of faculty workload data should be required by the
Board of Trustees of the University of Massachusetts. The Committee believes that flexibility
in the determination of workload policies is best realized at the departmental level. The nature
and demands of the academic disciplines are varied and therefore require that workload
policies be flexible enough to accommodate the needs of students, both graduate and
undergraduate alike. These departmental decisions must be monitored, reported and
periodically reviewed to ensure that they are consistent with the mission of the college/school

and - more importantly - the university as a whole.

Workload policies at the university level should be broad-based and consistent with the
institution®s mission, and adequate for the identification of inconsistencies. At the
college/school level workload policies should be further detailed and at the departmental level
policies should be even more detailed to ensure that the expectations of student, faculty,

department and university are sufficiently addressed.

The current faculty workload reporting system whereby faculty annually fill out an activity
report for department chairs and deans is not compiled in the aggregate for comparative
analysis. Since faculty generally determine their research and public service workloads there
necds to be better measures beyond anecdotal evidence to account for time they devote to these
activities which may take up more than half their professional time. It is incumbent upon the

faculty and the institution to explain and justify the work which they do.
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The Committee recognizes that the nature of the academic disciplines as well as other factors
(c.g. graduate and undergraduate enrollment) will affect the instructional, research and public
service workloads of faculty. However, it is incumbent upon the University to explain these
factors as they relate to legitimate variations in student/faculty ratios, contact hours and the

research and public service output of the departments, colleges and schools.

The Committee strongly supports and understands the University’s teaching, research and

public service mission and does not recommend that faculty members begin "punching a time

clock” (as some faculty and academic administrators fear). The Committee also recognizes that

institutions of higher education, especially research universities such as UMA, operate in a

national "marketplace®, competing for students, funding, faculty and administrators. However,

as the budgeting and evaluation of governmental services is increasingly becoming
performance-based, state entities must better explain how they effectively and efficiently
deliver services and fulfill their missions.

L Taking into consideraticn the difficulties it encountered in the development of this
report and the complexity of the issues involved in the determination of facuity
workload, the Committee recommends that the Higher Education Coordinating Council
(HECC) begin the process of "assessing overall faculty productivity” as mandated by
Chapter 142 of the Acts of 1991.

Faculty workload policies and faculty workloads should be studicd at every public institution

of higher education. The Higher Education Coordinating Council should not delay in its

system-wide study of faculty productivity. The Committee recommends that the University
of Massachusetts at Amherst and the other university, state college and community college

campuses submit annual reports detailing the activities of faculty and the colleges and schools

and other major budgetary units towards the fulfillment of the institutional missions.

The issues raised by this report are in no way particular to the University of Massachusetts at

Amherst. There is an ample supply of national reports and studies, articles and cditorials
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which deal with the issues related to facuity workload/productivity. The rising costs of
education for students and their families in the Commonwcalth demands that concerns about
institutional accountability be addressed at the state’s community colleges, state colleges and

the university campuses.

The competing claimants for state resources (i.c. Medicaid, prisons, highways, welfare, primary
and secondary education, ctc.) in m&ny cases carry federal mandates or court orders.
Therefore, it is in the best interest of the public system of higher education as the largest
recipient of "discretionary” spending at the state level to be vigilant and effective in addressing

the accountability demands of the public.

The Higher Education Coordinating Council (HECC) should begin the process of "assessing
overall faculty productivity" as mandated by Chapter 142. As required, the HECC report is
to be published every four years beginning in January of 1994. In order for such a raport to
be useful to policymakers and higher education administrators the first of these studies should
serve as a benchmark and be comprehensive in its analysis of faculty throughout the public
system. Therefore, it is imperative that HECC begin planning and devising systems and
processes for the determination and gathering of faculty data. However, although it may be
more feasible to produce a comprehensive system-wide faculty productivity report every four
years, the Committee believes that the reporting of faculty workload and institutionalactivities

towards the fulfillment of mission at the campus level should be done more regularly.

The Committee recognizes that measuring outputs and performance is difficult in many state
agencies. However, the Committec is surprised that an institution of public higher education,
which is inherently predisposed toward the transfer of knowledge, is scemingly unable to

communicate its activities to the wider community.

31




APPENDICES

32

45




APPENDIX A

J18VTIVAY AdDY 1538

(dBIO) Buiuueid PUR LOEsEH MUORMAIABUL JO SOLIO « 196UV 18 SUESNLOBETEKY JO AISIeAIN

7P

Y02 (A} 582 o8 82 92 80 (A 1’282 50 gie_ L2y §¢5h WIOL
oy 10 S0 S0 10 €0 >4 0t o9 4 48 ABowoy
60t S0 vol o' )8 9L BupesuiBu3 pue soueps Jewliod
€25 10 gl rA) rA) 05 0’8 98 yee Awouossy pus somAud
€ €0 02k 0t 0t 09 ABororenwy
L9 ro 8L yo y0 rA:14 82 S0 6'6¢ TNTAEIS PUB SANBLKIBY
8'61 10 80 FAl} 04 90 1’0 tll 02 ge S AydeiBoen) pue 301009
152 50 Sl 8L S0 Vi €0 812 8t %4 VEL 92US{DS LORBLLIOjU PUE MINDWOD
e Yo oy €1 50 £0 S0 0862 S0 8s sy 0Lt Kasiweun
sS4 90 v €0 S0 Lo S6 o't S0 Aueiog
o1t L0 10 90 201 02 20 08 £801019 /NOBION PUB Aqsueysolg
Yo Yo SN ‘easy sueeQ
SOILYWIHLVN ONY SIONIIOS IVEBNLYN
9'55¢ €2 G95 252 coL 8L ¥ Ly Lvee ¥s 862 949 . L89b. WioL
€L €0 9l rs o'l 02 e SHIPTIS SUMSUCM
€2 €0 02 0t 0z o't oL 01 0t 0E Je00y )
062 Ve 50 ro 10 vyl yo 52 0t 58 osenBnuod Pt ysjuzds
g’y €0 Sy -3 0E seinjesol pue se0enbur daelS
vEL 10 ot g0 90 gLl 52 1'6 Audosoliud
sey Yo St 99 £l 62 0 Sl 0've St 4 €2 06t 80UB(Q PUB ST
191 90 €S 10 10 oot 02 Sl $9 sonsinBun
39 €0 ('r4 9 Yo Sy 0 S0 Sl S SOPNIS LIBISET SN DUB Ofepnf
LL 20 ro €0 0L o€ oy wirewnop
9'SE € 1e 60 o €0 zze 02 0's F4°74 Kaasiy
651 €0 ¥ S0 S0 0oL 02 oy o'y seurgesa)] pue selente Jueuen
6t oy o't €0 €0 S0 SEl St St S8 UB|(el] pUs LUy
599 10 rs re 61 0 50 §'SS S0 0L 58 §ot ysytu3
9z g 0’0t 0t 0L 007 sapssedwo)
9L £e §S 0} 14 L3
6L 1o g0 g0 0L 02 0's seinwel] pue selenlus ueisy
0'8e 0'9 02 50 oL S0 0'0¢ o 0's se S8l wy
oL gl sS4 €0 s o 09 St SRS UBOLMIY-O4Y
£l 0 ot ot ViH ‘swy sueeq
SL1HY 3NId ONY SILUNVWNH
oy oL moL 1987 sy sSY  J0SSY joud rewoyL 987 IsUl 1SSY DOSSY “joid uresBaid 0 jueunredeq
SINVISISSY
II0L | ALINOVI-NON DNIHOV3L ALV ROVHL IUNNIL-NON ALINOY4 3SYE1SYNO $NOVHL-3UNNIL ‘g3HNANIL

(sl

(vl

{el fel

26-1661 1eoA dwepedy

SIDHNOSIH TYNOLLONBLSNI INTFTVAINDI INL-TINS
18Ie Wy v sjIeeNyORESE Y JO AljSIeAlun

(1}

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



APPENDIX A

15V VAV Ad03 1538

(dHI10) BuuUELy PUE LOAESEL MPUORNIASUL JO SO « ISAUWY 18 SLESNLOBETEVY O AsseAlN

o W
. ,MJ
- \

ros 90 (- X | 21 S . 60 508 oy LSt 0S8 98¢ Tviol

Ze2 £0 0 L0 Lo 5§12 oy $9 oe BupseeuBu3 reojuwDeny

08 [} 0L 02 §2 SZ  yreesel suoawedO pus BupeeuiBul reasnpu)

92¢ co 90 90 S0 €0 01t 0L ors 00l Bu1s66u(0u 3 SINAWOD) PUB D101

Ll S0 291 L 0s z0t SupeeuiBul naD

Z¢EL o} ot 2 o} ot oy Z9 Bupesuibul EolweyD

12 1’0 02 ot ot ON3 "eay sUB0Q
ONIH33INIONT

£9. . 59 10t e Ly .. Zo__ SO __ EbF Y9 _ §S_ _ ._ Qv _ 0%  80€ W1loL

€9 S0 101 9¢c Py 0 S0 € 1 29 5SS or o 90t uonesnp3
NOILYDNA3

2L 80 o 0'§ g5 S0 so Wiol

L9 80 ot 0's 0's oVISYD

S0 S0 S0 SVO 'ruy suseQ
SIONIIOS ANY SIHY 30 3D3IT02

1481 Y0 e €6 05 gL 80 54 60vL gl ori £Ye  S06 IvioL

9T €0 g0 %] 20 €0 812 o) 0's g'st ABojop0g

gy 10 ¥4 gl ot S8 ot o't 0'c SEe ABooydhsd

[4e*4 60 90 S0 1'0 g8l oy -3 €01 UG MEONII0d

99 €0 60 60 SS S0 St 3 sejprug reey

S'€ sS4 St St S0 S0 s8ipmg Joqe]

6.2 €0 €2 ri 90 80 374 €e 56 ozt WOV

€82 g o't 10 80 $'91 [sR> 06 S'y VORED{UNURLIOD

191 €l €0 €0 St (o F4 s ool KBotodosyiuy

92 €l Yo % €0 ot ol SES ‘vosy s,UB8Q
SION3IOS TVHOIAVHIE ONY TVI00S

Mol resot ol ‘1907 ‘18Ul “IS8Y 0088y Clod ;o 1991 ] ‘188Y ‘o0RsY  “j0id EEOQ& » ucocbaaoo
SINVLSISSY
WICL | ALOVI-NON ONHOVIL ALYVYOVA XOVHL SHNNIL-NON ALINOVS ISYE-ISYNO ® HOVHL-IWNNIL 'GILNNIL
isl (v] (€} (2]

26°1661 JEBA JfUIepEdyY

SIDUNOSTH TYNOLLONULSNI ANTTVAINDI INLL-TING
VSIeyuly |® SESNYOCESEN JO Kiis10AlUN

{s]

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




APPENDIX A

TUTVUAAY AdDD LG tovomemsrmemmmew - s e

[
i q L v

gy = &0 £e 2} 1l (1]} Sz oz 08 59 IVIOL

ze b0 i 90 90 [*¥:] "o o'l ot o't 99{PrIS§ KOS

V'S 90 Sy S0 ot 0l uofRede.d MBUOISSSJ0Ld

ye 0 £ 0L S0 oy ge SOUIRS et

9t 90 [\l [} ONeUIY jO 01080

48 S0 S0 S0 S0 3Hd "Bl Y S.USeQ
NOLLYONA3 TYOISAHI

ryer €0 91 51 el Yol 4 WIOL

Gl €0 Sl Sl 12713 L} >4 7 Bumsiny
ONISUNN

209 80 2L 29 X4 |44 0} 1 [ 214 ['X4) el {313 WIOL

FALY €0 0 [N} [\l re [\l Sy [.¥4 Sugenreny

6t oe S0 o'l S0 601 Sy S 0 jueweleueny

g'El £ 01 t0 S'Ch (134 St 0s 80UBU| 4 PUB SEBUISNE BIRKRND

Let c'y 20 S0 b x44 4 09 oy Sununoooy

€6 90 €L ¥'0 1’0 1 41] [\l [V} 190 'y s.useQ
INSAZOWNW

> 4°13 60 09 .M ¥4 161 | 84 80 891 89 ol yee g8'se S09 WiI0L

418 €0 133 (33 (34} 0e ot St 1 2] $0UBDS [BLIIUY PUB ASUpPeleA

[ FAY 1’0 611 St oy 1 4] SJWOLODT 8UNOSeH

09 0’9 v 90 oy ABoxped ey

062 60 0 80 10 Vve ot 09 S'L 96 SE0USIOS 10T DUB IUBY]

8’9 0l ol 8'S ol %4 St DOAINN

FA > A €0 VE 12 o'i €0 (% o1 0L S'S 'S Ourtrnreld euo|0ey pue 8.rgelILPIY SORSPUTT

[JAS gL S6 0'8 S0 0’9 4 ol s UORBASIUWPY [9AB]] DU TURINEISEY *II0H

602 [ |-} - o8l 0’} 0L 0t 0L awedaueyy 8j[IPIAA PUR A3$8)04

66 S0 S0 6 [} re SOUSS POO4

SEL €0 90 8C1 oe 92 oe ABorowoiuy

o't 43 1'e 1'e 9L o0 ot o'y o't 20IPMS JHLNSVOD

i £0 £0 60 60 HNJ 'sey suseQ
S$IOUNOS3Y TVHNLYN ONVY GOO04

™oy oy, ol e sy Y 0088y "j0Id Moy 007 i 7] 88y 0088y “j0id uniBald Jo weunedeq
SINYISISSY
IYLOL ALNOVS-NON ONHOVAL ALNOYS HOVHL JUNNZL-NON

ALNOYS 3SYEISYNO ¥ XOVEL-IBNNIL "03UNNIL

{sl

Iy

fel

(2] {1)

206-166| 1B\ Sfuepedy

S3I0UNOSIY TYNOLLONHLISNI INTTIVAINDI INLL-TING
1sJeytuy 18 suesNyOEsTRYY JO AlisieAiuN




APPENDIX A

(dU10) Buiuueid PUE LD et MUONNIATUL JO SOUC) « ISV 18 SUSSHLDEETEYY JO Asseaiun

&y -
v
-
6L [ x4} SELL 598 ¥4 1 Z9ot £6 SEL G6E0'L  ZT¥e ot 695t 4BLE LBl viol
L4y e 60y [ 21) yQ ¢ 0z ol wiOL
s2r S0 oze wwbosd Buiipm
> 60 Yo ro o2 02 SireM INOLILM Assearun
£¢ %4 SO0 8150A0Ld
L6 (x4 L9 0t [N sweuibold N0
H3HIO
142 i i Yo €0 80 £ve 82 o6 g2 JvioL
€8l Tl 60 Yo €0 €0 €9l gt §'S 0e QireeH diand
89 €0 50 50 08 0y SE Se $8pJ0810Q UORBIUNWWIOYD
HLIV3H Oisnd
™04 ™04 [moy 1087 1Y) SsY 0088y "j0id o] 1007 sy ‘IsSY “O088Y  j0id EEOQ& X EOECCQOQ
SINVISISSY
IVIOL | ALINOVI-NON ONHOYAL ALV XOVHL IHNNIL-NON ALINOVS 3SYB-ISYND ¥ XOVHL-SHNNIL "O3HNNAL
(s} 421 (e} il [1]

¢5-1661 J@8 ) JAwepedy

S3JUNOSIY TYNOLLONULSNL AINITVAINDA INLL-TINI

1838yuly & sjlesnyossse JO AlsieAlun




APPENDIX A

S8LL/LL - OC_CCI_& PU¥ 4218038 [eUORNINSU] jO OO « ISJOYWY I8 SUOSNYIWSSBIN |O b_?_O)_CD

s

‘314 Aynoe} §g° se pAUNOD ueeq sey uononisuy uj peSedus
eefojdwe Aynoej-uou yoee ‘uoyueauco B sy ‘3|4 Anoe), Buiuodel joj siseq ou s} eley} ‘Buiyoes] jo uoyeoadxe ey} uo peseq s wew)ulodds et jo euou
eou|S (1°| einbiy ees) Buiyoee} ese Ley) j Aluo uodes syl ut seedde Aey) ‘uouliep Ag “(uoiieonpd jo jooyos eyl £q pelefjo uoneonpe Jeyby u) Buuueld

uo 85Jn0d & Yoes) ybjw ‘ejdwexe o} ‘Jojelsiujupe ue) snjejs Aynoej eaey Jou op oym seelojdwe Aq 1ybne; ese sesinoo einyoe} me} y “A)noBy-UoN

*g|seq jey} uo e peyode: ale elep pue ‘UoHINIISUL JO SWe) U
314 Ajnoe} e jo yey-euo o} Jusjeainbe eq o} pe.episucd Ajeieuel sj ] .ewwn-||n), ® ‘Wewyedep o} Juewupedep WoJj Is|xe seoueielip eiup (14 einbid ees)
yoee) 0} _ejqejreae, 8soy} jou ‘Bujyoes} Ajlenioe sy | ueselde) UMOYS $80IN0SEs BY; *AljndR) ORI} BINUBI-UOU B} 8% "@dIN0Ses [eUOIIONIISY| Ue s 8|qe) Siu)
ut Jeedde Jou jiim Y1 8y} pue {Uoloes BInjoe| ey} AQ peliled ele sYpesd 8y} eouls) pelelsush s 1PeId OU ‘elojelsy) 'UoIDes UOISSNISIP JO qe| B Yim pelejoosse
siMiom syl e} -Aanoe Bupeeg-)pelo o) pel s) uonsnisul, Hodel sty) jo sesodind eyy 1o} ‘eaoqe pejou sy “sysel Jefwis buiwioped pue yom gej juepnis
Buisiasedns ‘Butpesb 'suoiioes uojssnosip Buipee] Aq Aijnoe} JejnbBed isisse 1sow inq ‘(jeas] Aiolonponu) eyl Je sAemie ISOW(e} 8SIN0d 6IN1o6| B 10} JOIONIISY|
Arewyd ey se eAles sy ) 8wog "jeuuosied [BUCiORIISU) JO uopoel) Jueoyiubis e dn exew (sy|) siuelsisse butyoee) elenpein ‘sjuelsissy Bujydeey

-ebejuealed juewiuiodde SIWHH @y} o} siejes AouejeAinbe
ewp-nd “(1°) einBi4 ees) Bujyore] Jo} ejqejieae, s3] UBY) 1eyiel (meiAIenr) ees) uononiisy| u) pebebue s3 1 4 pepunj-elels jenjoe jo swie) ut peuode: eie
elep ‘eiojelay) ‘Aynoe; .eseq, ey eyijun “Buiyoee) ui pebebue eq jm Aeyl jeyl uoneoedxe eyl Yim pelly ele Sjenplalpul eseyy Jo je JoN “Ayndej Aresodwe)
1ey10 pue Butusia sepnjou) dnoib sjy] "einuel Jo uoneioedxe Sy INOYuM epew ele sjuswiuiodde Aynoej jo JequnU jfews ¥ Ayndoed ¥OeiL einueL-uoN

(SINGH) weisAg uonewioju| wewebeuey seoinosey uewny ey} uo peisod ebejuecied uewuiodde [v.npe ey) 0} siejes Aousjeainbe ewy)

-In} ‘dnoub siyy 104 *(}°| einbi4 ees) peoj Suiyoes) [enioe s Jequew Aynoe} e eanpel ybiw yoium (-ole ‘sennp eapesnsiultpe ‘yoseese:) senljiqisuodses 8o
jo ssejpiebel ‘Buiyoee) 10} pezin eq piNod YoiyMm suotisod Aynoej jo Jequinu [ejo} 8y} sjueseides 3| ‘spunj ejejs wo pied (Aed inoyum eaeej 10 [eolteqqes
uo esoy} sse| ‘siuewyuiodde Aynoej je “e'f) Aynoe) ejqejreae, o swie) uj peyodes ese ejep [euucsied jeuononiisu jo dn b siy} 104 “i18anide| pue ‘JolonAsuY|
"Jossejaid Juelsisse ‘Jossejoid elejoosse ‘(1055ej0id |iny, S€ O} Pe.isjel sewewos) Jossejoid SIOYWY/SSSTNN 18 PeAOjLiuS SHUEI JWBPEdR BAl} BY} JO 8UO
pioy dnaub siyy ur Aynoey iy “sesodind Aiejebpnq 104 dnoib soesi-einus} ey} o} Juejeainbe eq 0} pelepisuco Ajjeieueb suolysod Buljjy ese oym jeuuocsied yoei)
-aInue}-uou jo dnosB [eiws & sepnioul osje 3| “pejueib eq ues einue} UJiym 10} suolysod o} pejulodde ueeq 8ABY OYM JO 8INUB} PEAIBIe) BABY OYM [euuosied
[BUORONIISUI [je sepnjoul ‘Alnoe} peduel, Jo ‘rejnbel, ,'eseq, ey} pejjeo usyo ‘dnoib syl -Ajnoed ,eseg-|send, pue X¥ovil-einue] ‘peinue)

*sinooo Buyoeey Jiey) eieym jo

ssejpieBel ‘pajebpnq ese A8y} yoiym o} weiboid Jo wewpedep eyj o} Buipicooe peliodel 61e §821N0S6) [BUOKINASU [y "siequew Aynoej Aq pejjeis Ajeiued
10 papesy] eq ABW Yoium (161ued Sujjesuncd uepnis eyl Se YONS) SYUN 8o1AI8S IO BAlIISIUILPE JO Jequinu |Blws ® pue :Ayoeded Jeylo ewos u} 1o ueep
JUB]SISSE 1O 8]e]00SSE UR SE 8AIes Aew oym Ajinde) o} ewoy Aiejefpng se eAIes Yolym ,‘seesy s,uee(]. snojrea ey} epnjoul suojideoxy “siofew se sjuepnis
[|QIUS JO/PUE SOSINOD JOK0 YoM stwe:Sd 1o sjuewyedsp ey} Jo 6UO Yum pejeloosse Ajfensn ee [euuosied [euoiioniisu| “weiboid 10 juewledeq

(s]

(v)

[€]

[2]

(1]

“aJ8l] Pajos|jel JoU 810j8i8Y} 8Je pue SUPesd elelsusB Jou op (Mom [eipswes swos jo uoisiatedns ‘Bujsiape apnis ‘papieme
S 1pa1o 8ieIedas Ou YIHUM JOj SUOHOSS UOISSNOSIP JO SQe| Jo uoisiaedns “6:9) Buyoea) jo sioadse Auey (HOS) sinoy ypasd spnis
a1e10uab YoIym sayAnoe asou) Aluo sepnoul i "paunap A|MOolBU S| ‘8iay pesn Se ,‘uocionisul, suswiuiodde swi-|iny pey S10}nsul
16}t 8Q PINOM 213U} SIOPNIISUY 0 Jaquinu Yy Bulueaw ‘(s31d) LSuajeainbe awn-iny, Se passaitxe ele siaqunu iy “Aobajed Aq umop
UBY0Jq ‘SIOIONUISUI JO JOQUINU B} SMOUS 81qe} SIyL "$a8/ojdwa jo sauobaleo [e1aAds Aq papiaoid st sndwed issayuwy 8y} Uo UoRINISU|

MB3[AIIAD

$321N0SdY jeuocpioniisu]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



ArreriNUIA A

26/21/1 1 - Buiuuelg pus yazeesey feuoamusul Jo 83O - IIBYWY 18 SREsSNYSBSSEY jO AlISIeAIL)

[ e
u
N

*buryoes)
ul pebeb
-us Ajenjoe
$621n0564
esoy} Aluo

‘peO; Buyoee)
8onpe.

b yorym
seniqisuodses
Joylo

Jo ssejpsebel
‘buryoee]

Joj 6/qejieAY

Y,

Y,

y,

y,

Buiyoee |

eqejieAy

8B UMOYS $82N0S6. 8],

Aynsed-uoN
(syl) swuesissy Buoes |
Ajnoe4 peinue-uoN

Aynoey ,eseg-isenp, pue
yoell-einus | ‘peinue )

$821n0seY |euojionsisul 10} siseg Bupsodey :1°1 einbig

O

IC

E

i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TAR101 * (D) Supasng pue \Qmeeny PR -

TIEYTYAY Ad0D 1538

_ 1681 duio "o yelipng e 03 Paxiep® g % T9e0lg UQESOITEY AirSey
i #0881 YBNoss SReYEne epwis wuoAiod Aunow sveooy Yy
_ . ‘69961 _ _ O POTERLY 3000900 PUB BIOOLDS J0 MEAR) PENTAQ) v
: _ L _
! ; - [ H {os T T e) “suwd user-Buo pus Lo ysgques o (med weAsy 165png pUe WeBaig
PR Y [ I A I A (N AN [ A N S S W 1 sy 20d 0150) 3856400 PUB OIS O MMARI POIIAQ
®
| Y
" . L '
"’ : _ m I L) Tswana yinarg exey d Mevsy eBego),
- _ | e Goet apeu suoNeod Lr0e) 10 UOREOOTE SAuLeD
~ ! . 03 305430 PUS OOLE O MBIAR] POIITIS0)
z | 1 |
E | E— -
-9 SMO[A9Y JUdWabBUSY [sWRU]
-9
< I | T Remsues [ wmuniedsq osunmdep 1q VONSNEAT DU |
_ _ Ama mewnsmy BUROPES JO JSLIFSOTIE JUNIS
_ _ . _ . .
| . e ;
: T - T sy auo "k Suepecw sy Banp peprams $ea5e0 (Y POIED n!&mo\o_j
i .|
: ' | | :
T T _ T Tpeniees YT "Peonpad UORINATU PR PRIGAIS SLSONS Lodey
: — _ _ ) WAL NONST PUR SUOSIIWDY
[ L[] - L)
] _ m
| Ry ¥390 s pus Kpos; E8314 0y POICFUCTS
“ _ “Romrery o pepsans pUS Ag JONOE NOBAICO PuUe WS 1y
. . .
| .l
K | ey uayY “(ve “seouwuncped SUOAENG] Lpow
_ cpecwcyd) Kpnposxd 4mpoupe, e jo Loreonnd
o] e
| 1
gy =T onl Tes0gw wayls Loy puogonasul
_ ! » ) macdes v
- i P srpeOe woad of pesn) Lo A
. s8N0 npngra Ouppsg Wensis Supaocies wewsSeueyy
| | Tpsmusredeq
T I Ay L e i asep pL peey et edep podey Aynowg renuuy
_ | Lpovgy £q pamenery “soyses oyl puB Yreeses
o PUB SRR ‘CUBADS *Sunpee Uy e
~ _ ! Qe Arom oue 10 BURIN0COR Pee e
suodey pue sweysAs jueebuury Bujobup
Awacy | uosendey| e | wanpold [ Poo s | peonpaig | 0ty | AWOes wewsenm3) | Lrowy | mew weq) 2000300 vopdoseq
oovses | | Amops |ypseesey " pruema juosrana ] Awoey _ _ Y ] moR0g
omnd SBunpwey paonoan wpreg
sorates Yresoet] ¥ diyssetowds Buiyoee sy 10 Ao
and

AAov A1jnoe4 JO SJUBLISSASSY Judd3Y paldsjes
1SJeyWY 1B SRBSNUTESSEN 0 Asieaun




IV ADLSE T

o

APPENDIX B

_n::ioe uY {ouv) D qamessy pa BNEIS PORY}
_ . mow) vesd 9 PO S0UsINUO) Bg Aq PENpUD sumIBod o sumaiary srexeo(]
L] . . ! I | e | _ cl.t!m_ SO\ (O AN ORI (FUOR 50y JO JUSWETENY LY
I |
1 ' [ {wwed sepusde SUNdORP g LI PONPAIOT Arenpy, [uewwe Basg} voaErpesoy
_ | ot Lane | B [ -] L VOIS ) LOR PP
. o o _ _ — LYXE V) Amuydpnp
_ _ : , | wox) seuvA ;oUEA
f | | | (s _‘og Tovevan) TR GOIBIT0) VoM ape ooy
! ! 61 Weow seBeyo)) puw [ ¥ ponlul
. . _ ow) treed MY SE WO VORWMPADOT 3. Y1) Bupmsu) jo
_ — v eay $90ANd BLE BLE JOF MONEI IIRIRXD SABLEGAKIWOD)
1 _ _ _ sy | 903HAICE 1293H) o) Bugmapsood uogeonp3 suodey SAIGMIVSY
_ sogly mou) (HOG) LOKTONES seutn 10 Bweders | W1B01Y FUCUMBSULWMSMSY
. . . : . 10 pasog og Aq pernpuod epdd feek-eay ¥ LO wwibo1yg epwerns
| | _ — _ WRB0X] NS UIBS JO MIALL SAIBUSYSIRICT)
SMAlAR] LU g
I _ _ w 50 IESNO0) PN 3 STqB RIIALAA S Kappil v Feevieng |
_ poep WIRA 10 3 epAROT SRS oYt U pebelue TIOURLBADT) JOf BEOMOI0L
“ _ _ W | seamncess yme puw Koy jo Bupes sasusLeL00 Arsaiy) jo Loeng
I R
| [ we dHo sogprs SN0
_ BURWE FRISASS 10 LORBYIOND LR ‘Seanosal (v 1) Bunprwe} jo sslpovy
. _ wespry Gunpwe ), puw Ao e, 10 Lory
|
T _ e A0 [ Poyed sek-ancy v Jeao Low) S, & TUSONRS ropuy
_ _ 314 Siepun [0 OAR2 U3 jO Apry Ayroey peerySunpee
. apnpestiepun
| I _
[ [ test ™ | mOvsaaY "R anesey Rpnig |
_ 0861 "898 snduBows pUe EPROS B AQ PeOnpUco ‘poped | ARATDNPOLY AIONDS THAYS
_ _ | mak-ang a0 morpoxd Amouos, Aurom 1o Koy
J _
(Penunuod) smejasy JudweBeusyy 1BUINY]
Lwnacy e | WS Lo ponrn mnla.._.’xv.voﬂdo&_ vy | Awoey Weimas3| Arowy | seg w005 vondposeq
sowes Kmaps | pmesny | Amops ‘uousd | 1sabeq | -pnamy (uosanams| Awoey . vwdeq re0n0S
sy Buapeey peorgan | aveores |
Al Rusesel 3 diysseoyos Buryoeey bt Aodnd
aMand

AlIA11OY AYjnoe4 JO SJUBLISSOSSY J1UdddY u.muom_ow
IO 18 SRBSNYOESSEI j0 Arsiearin

OB
M_

mm] :




. TI8VTIVAY AJD2 1528

A 2801101 » (dHIO) BUILNL] DU LPASTEL BUCRIIATUL JO SOUIO « IENLLLIY 18 SLEENLOBTIRY jO Aeseann
_/. m
e
g
LEYZE e : WIoL
O] Lece 124 ABooz
e 08 gt BupeeuiBu3 pus eoueRs Mwiiod
— FAIY> ] X1 4 ALOUcSSY PUS Ssiud
M ose £Boorg /|Ni1e) PUS IS
@ g6ol 00t ABorooom
B 6019 0'€S PLITWS PUB ETBUNIWY
- 6'sie ow AudeiBoep) pus ABOKeD
< 82 e S0USS LOBULGIY PUs JeINdWwO)
128 g'ce Agspoeyd
LS €5 Aumog
€S 021 ADO01f] ANOSION PUS AssrueLpog
SDILYWIHLYW ONV SION3IOS TVHNLWN
TOELY ¥10e TVIOL
tes ey S0P BUSLIOM
Tori o2t Jaeey)
9'0L1 ool ssendruod pum ysiueds
WPNS UPSAINT IS8T PUB 1005
144 5s serqesel] pue ssdendus IS
1124 (. rq} Audoraniud
828t L8 SOUN(] PUS BTN
9’59 oL snandun
$OIPMS UROpSLY URT)
oeL SS O{PIS WATES JSSN PUS N[
TSL e weymwnoe
1 seiprus s amexdiety
7 e e hosr
% . umIiEy PUe Lpues
% ysibu3
\m ST SATBARUOD
w SANWD
A sexuel] pus sedendus Lnsy
w
THPMS UDPIUY-CLY
Vi3H ‘suy sieeq
S1HY 3N OGNV S3LLUNVWNH
weusedeq
3] m
" . T I681 O 000081 ‘BI04 ORUSPUOY
. SOLLYH ALTNOVA/INIANLS

150GV 18 STSNLOBYIRY 0 AJeAnn

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




"APPENDIX C

THEYVAY Ad0J 1538

Z6/91/01 « (dHIO) BUBI] PUS LOBEOH [SUONITABUL JO SOUIO + HISULIY T8 SUSSNLOUTTIN JO Aieapn

~
9
9
1'880'L ¥'00 Lesl'L 9901 VIOL
Tz 4t 1'90€ e OuuesuiBul ROt
Zs01 s6 96z 0Cl  P/Aesey suonwedO 7 Bupesy;Bul mAasnpu
oL 10 Bupesutul
et See 6oy 4'9€ BupeeuBul JNdWOD) PUS ML
eore Tol 9'9E! 002 BupesuBu3 IND
'esh Lyl rivs A Bupeeu|Bu3 mORLYD
20 oL veor 0 ON3 ‘sluy sUweg
DNIHIINIONT
L2 929 0'905'L 96L VIOL
Let 0905’1 172 uogeoNp3
NOUYONQ3
oo TVIOL
()18 wesBosd dymuetuy Amseaun
USSQ 0 O
66 JoAsueg pue sousecieN
00 oVISYO
96 wwboig 0109
SIONTNOB ONY BIHY 4O IDITIOD
oeEL'e 0ol IvioL
ze29 924 ABororoog
Awouod3 ROMIGS PUS 1BNOY ). [0S
ABonpisy
QUG MORI0d
seiprus Moe
*9prYG 20qE)
IOV
UOMEUNUILIOY)
KSopdaspuy
£8S ‘vay sUeeg
SIONNOS TYHOIAYHIE ONV ™VIO0S
weunmdeq

20-1061 64 008951 'WWO) SpUepOY

SOLLVH ALTINOVA/INIANLS
IOYUIY 19 SUSNLOSITBN 1O AseAun

(3]

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




APPENDIX C

TIRYUYAY Ad0D 1539

Z8/91/01 « 'dHIO) BUNURLY PUS LD FUORITATUL JO SO0 « INISLALY T8 SUSINLOSTTWN jO ANSANN

9
. $¥SE | 2<d TviOL
09 iz €9 " seipmg xuods
§y L 0L LoRRded oomad
i voeonp3 [woskyd
oL S5e S¢ S
o pt o QY 10 JRIAQ
o ot JHd By $.U80
NOLLYONGQ3 TYOISAHd
" o vol TvioL
= oo ol BurnN
DNISHNN
| . 061t | X2.] ol
. ooy Wwews Seusyy 10 100PS
vre oo Sunenepy
.m Foce zoz WewsSeueyy
Soon el $0USU|J PUB FSEUISNE [RI0USD
1 o'90¢ 1£1 SRy
| o ot NOS ‘swy suee(
| ANIWIFYNYN
999} (4313 oL
S - PIOUSDS MUY PUB ABUPSIA
P Pyt SO{LLOUOOT SN0
oz oL ABooped Wweid
sEL) vie 1o pum iitid
uogAnN
g16¢ 012 Sunumd MU § XTONIDLY SCEIIDUY
9 G0l  UOGRISIUNLPY |SABI] PUB TURINKSSY “MGOH
Jueweduumy SJlipi Pus Ase04
SOUSOS POOH
Bupesu;Bu3 pood
KBorowoiuy
J0U8D LOFUNXT STOENLORETEYY LKET3)
#9)PNIS JMLNBUOD
UNd ‘say siee]
SIOHNOSI TVHNLVN GNY 0004
weunsedeq

688861

i 3]

. 20-1081 6% 08-8961 ‘WIBS) OUSPYOY
SOLLYH ALINJVA/ANIANLS
IRSUWY T8 SIEENLOBEYEN jO AeAun

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




AFXrLENULIA U

M

LN Ig

T18Y VAV Ad03 1538

99059 €L01'L

[>g~ 'S

fv]
TO-1660 0 009961 'S0) ORLIPEOY

SOLLYY ALTNOVAUNIANLS
ISQLY T SHISNLORTIN JO AeALN

(v}

688861 .
el [t4

2691701 « (JHIO) BUILUBL PUB LDBEReL NUORNAN JO S0LIO « IIGUWY 18 IIsSNLPSTIN 10 ARISANN

-9

44

wvicl

WIOL

SIRA INOLBIM Arsienrin
swwbold B0

H3HIO

IOL

nreey 2nond

S008I0 UOFBHUNUALOD
8Nd ‘WY seeq

HLTV3H Jnend

v

weutede

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




APPENDIX C

C8/61/08 » mC_CCd_& pue ydreesey reuoqnigsy} jo 6NHO - 1SJI6YWY 18 spesnyoessen jo b_wuc>_c3

[ ..w

TIETEIAY 400 1578 |

*(2 uwn|oo/g uwn|od) Alnded 314 AQ POPIAIp B1e SIUepPNLS PeIdNIISU| 314 |el10] Ueym SYNses yoiym onpoid eyy ‘ojiey Aynoedgijuepnis (9]

“uoUPNIISUL LJ8YI0. PUE WOoOISSE[D 1081iQ. JO WNS 8yl ‘Sjuepnis pejonsisul 314 (Biol {5l

‘g1314 eleseueB ei0jei6y) pue yped dwepede ALed selliloe esey] ‘uoisiaJedns uoieuessip pue sisey) pue ‘eanoeid ‘Apnis
Juepuedepu; se yons seliAlde YBnoyl esInod einoe] [201dAl eyl episino SINd00 UoRDNIISUY BWoS ‘uojionnsul Jeyio — siuepnis peloniisul 314 2

: ‘supeld g Aed Ajrensn yoiym (suoioes Aiojeioge| 10 UOISSNOS|p pele|oosse Yum ueyo)

$6SIN00 8IN}20] POINPOUDS ‘UOIIONIISU ,WO0ISSEID Joellp, Ul pejeieusB e Sj31 4 jo Aolew 1eesf eyl "6 ‘joae} ejenpe.b sy} je !sypsld G| 8q O} pelepisuod

s1 peoj n} © jeae| elenpeibiepun eyl ly "peo| 8SINCO jinj, © sjueseldel YJiym SN0y §peId Juepnis Jo Jequinu ey) siebe Si314 6UO {si314) swwepmis
pelonIIsul juejeAINbe ewl-jin} Ul peinseew si uoiienbe ey} jo epis Judpms. ey} ‘uodel siy} 104 "WOOISSR|D 100JIQ — SUepMIS peloniisuy| 314 (€]

‘jeuuosied feuoidnIsul Jo seliobeled Jeylo ey} epnoxe pue ‘Z uwnjod ‘L ejqe] ui

peliodel ejep ewes eyl ore esey] ‘(SINYH) welsAg uonewio) Juewebeuey s62n0sey UBWNH ey} uo peisod eSejuedsed Juewiuodde [enioe ey} 0} siejel

Aouefeainbe ew-jin} ‘dnoib s1yy 104 “peo] Buiyoes) [enjoe s,Jequiews Aynoey e eonpal Jybiw yoiym (*ole 'sennp eAljesisiujupe ‘yoseeses) senfiqisucdsel 1040

j0 sse|piebel ‘Guiyoee) 1o} peziiin €q pnod YaIyM suoiysod Aynoej jo Jequinu [elo} ey} sueseidel 810j016y) I} “SpUny elels Wolj pied (Aed Jnoyum eaesj 10

[eOEQQES UO 8soy} sse| ‘sjuewiuiodde Aljnoej jje “e')) Aynoey .ejqejieae, jo swie) ul peyode) ere elep jeuuocsied [euoidnsuy jo dnoib siyy 104 “Jeinjoe| pue

‘Joponuysut ‘1ossejoid Juejsisse ‘Jossejold ejejoosse ‘(10ssejoid |inj, SE 0} palejel selwnewos) Jossejoid :isieywy/ssein e peAojdwe syues djwepede

eAl} ey} jo euo pioy dnaib sy ul Aijnoey Iy -sesodind Aiejebpng 10§ dnaib 3oes-einue} ey} 0} juejeAinbe eq o} peepisucd Ayeisueb suciusod Butjyy ere

oym |euuosied yoeJl-einus}-uou o dnoib jjewws e sepnjoli os(e } -pejuelB eq ued e1nus) Yoiym Joj suciisod o} pejujodde useq eAey OUM IO 6InUB] PEAIEDS]
eAey oym |euuosied jeuondnisyl jje sepnjoul ‘Aynoe} pexuel, 10 ‘rejnBey, ,‘eseq, ey} pejjes ueljo ‘dnoib siyy Aynoed (314) weisanby ewni-ing (2]

‘soped felusiuLedep 8y} JO SUO Uj pepn|aul JOU §i UeAe
‘UOLDNNSUI ||& PUB SBJINOSS] [BUOIONIISU| J|8 epnioul [e10} pueil ey) pue [eAe] 050]109/100U28 BU) 18 SIBIOIGNS 8] "HUN Tey) JO} Oilel B eje[nojed o} ejqissodw!
¥ Buprew Aqeueyy (Awouoo3 feonijed pue 1ybnoy | [ejoog se yons) Aljnoe} ou eABY LDjyM SHUN J6pun peisy| S| UOROMIISU| eWOg "Jun Yoee uj sjuepnis
pelonuisuj 314 pue Alnoej 314 usemieq diysuoijejes 8uo-0}-8uo0 1oepied € 10U S| 8Jey} fey} sueew siy] "uopdnisul eyl bujpiacud ARinoe} sy) jo sainos Buipun;
ey} jo ssejpieBes (es1noo eyy Bupis| "e°l) uononJisu} ey Buueyo yun ey} siveseidel weiboid Jo Juewiedep sy} ‘UoOlONJSY| 16U10, JO OSED BY] Ul ‘elojeiey}
‘¥ eplAGid oym siequiell Ajnoe} [BNPIAIPU] 8y} Uilm uojionisul Yulj o} ejqissod lou s} }f ‘JeABmOY ‘(mojeq 8es) uolioniisu| Jeyjo, 104 peieBpnq s| UORONASU]

ey} Suipiaoid Jequiewws Aynoe;} 8y} YIYM 0} jun 8Ll sesesde) weiBoid 10 juewpedep ey} ‘(mojeq 86s) UORONINSU| ,WOO0ISSEID 161D, JO 6SED B} U]
- pe1eBpnq e1v Anoe) eyl Yojum o} jjun eyl sjueseidel weiBaid 1o uewyedep oy ‘Aynoe; jo eseo eyl uj ‘weiboid 1o Juewnsdeq {1}

*sojjes AYNOBLIUBPNIS JO MBIA BAIJRAIBSUOD B sapjaoid ejqey S|yl oS ‘pelunod jou 8iem .
jouuosied [euoporuisyj J8ylo AQ pejeseusd s34 WPNIS 'PBIUNCD BlaMm Aynoe; ,eseq, 8y} Aq wbne} $8sin0d By} Ul pajessust Ajjenye
sjuepms 314 8soyl Aluo ‘pupy Sy} jO suohenojed Auew exljun . Ajnoe} .eseq-jsenb, pue »oeij-ainue) ‘peinuel
314 j0 Jequinu ey Aq (siusjeAinba swn-in} uj passaidxe) sjuepnis jo Jequinu |ejo} ey Buipiap £q pajeinoed a1am soned ‘vodal siu
104 ‘woseidal BlEP BY) JBUM PUBISIBPUN O} — SUOHNYISUI SSOIJ. BIEP Buuedwod usym Ajeioadse — juepodwy si Y 0s ‘sojies Bunejnojed
4O POYISW DIBPUBIS OU S| 848UL "SWAPpNIS YIea) 0} 8{qejieAB $82In0Sal Aynoey} oy} ‘|9A8] SSo1B B 18 '9quIsap soljes Aynded:luapmis

MBIAIBA0

soljey Ajjnoed4:juepnis

Q

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




APPENDIX D

Z6/81/01 « (dHIO) Bujuueid DUS LOMESEY fRUCANIATUL JO SO « ISHAULLY I8 SUSSHLOBSSEW JO Asssaun

’9

9

ye Le81'2 10L 089 Ser z9 8oLt rogl %01 922 TviOL
S¢L st vy 56t A4 14 961 174 0'€8 11~ i 0z
SOl T ¥t 096 S0 ey 165 oL SupeeuBul pue s0USPS JBWAY
€9 Z8ie (1] 0'L8 (x> S0 €L o8y 5951 P Awoucasy pue wmiud
8004 0L oL £e SEl £BOI03 1IN0 PUE JBINOdIoN
v €60} iy S1e ot £8 FARY 618 0zt ABo101Qo0W
89 ¥oEe 8t 09 S8 0657 zer SI5SAWS PUB SONBWIBLAEN
&2t TH \'e ore s 80 8s 6'se F4t4? gL fudeiBoer) pus ABOIOSD)
S0l y'62 17318 0's6 ¥'0 9'9¢ o€ 18 812 90UBDS UORBULIOJU] pUB JeIndwod
et 90L€ o€t oLrt 08 -4t 005 2054 (¢F:74 Aasjweyd
18 198 yi oet 52 8y 02i 0'vS S8 Aseiog
9's €'LS L 0C 1gy FAY £Boi0lg ENoSoN pus Ansiueyooig
SOLLYWIHLVIN ONY SIONIIOS TYHLYN
Yz ooeee 89 . Q€S = 898 e €861 8'09 y'19g'e Ae | IvioL
s Loe v'e 2's el s SOIPMS SUSLIOM
181 0yEL 80 oe A1 82 98 9L oL meeyt
gt £L91 95 o5y 5y 99 9'501 vyt esonBmpod pUREUSIUedS
20 20{prus Usadain3 1883 PUY 18A0S
541 s 4] (.14 Sy sarqesey pue sedenbue Juers
rAA 8002 €L S's2 oe ri 9y 90 585 9t Aydosoiiud
et 9'ESY 90 St 19 Sy 60ry ove ooUe(Q pUs Jisnpy
LSt yi5L g€ S'ig €2 90 269 0oL $208inbuI]
€0 €0 $0|pMIS Udpely upey
LL 6'vE €1 8¢ 6’0t Sy SHPUS WAISBT /BN DUB Ompnr
ve 199 ry ) 22 oL wsiewnor
90 g0 soiprus s nedau
e €Yo s9 0'se 06 gy -gt4 vy zesl e Ao
.4 6'8L 9y 08 9'e 9'¢9 ool semssel] puw selenduw] SveLLeD)
(N1 5058 90 562 10 e Sy 12l 5B eIy pus Louesd
i 0’69 YoT o'eee S'82 o's 686 et 2908 5SS ysiduz
6L 98L Ve S5t 80 ¥0 r9 e ory 0oL e sARWBAWOD
921 569 10 €L 129 S'S DY
P A8 1’98 Y o'y €08 0L sexgwen pus sedendue Lery
rYoz 69 X4 S'9r zy §:14 oot g'EsY 008 vy
56 118 90 (31 029 S8 $8{prIS URDpBWY-04Y
ot V4H ‘saiy sUeeQ
S1HV INId ONY SILUNYWNH
Ayoe 3148d  LOVINOD 804  UORELeSSI]  SEOUL fpreg uoirsnosiq ad unesBald Jo Jueutedeq
$INOH 108U0D TVIQL wesboid woRd  Wepusdapul el &mae Ajnoey
NOISIAHIINS 31VYNAYHD NOLLONYLSNI NOOHSSY 1D
/SIS3HL SHONOH H3HIO 103410
[{X3] {o1) le] (8] ] fol B3] 0] B3] (2 1]
26-1681 78 A HWePRIY
SHNOK LOVINOD ALNOY4

WIOYLIY 18 SHOSNUOSIET JO ANSI0AUN




APFERXDILA U

26/81/01 « (dHIO) Buluueld pus LWIBESEH MUOANIATU| JO SOUIO) « IBUWY 1B SLOSNLOESTIV O ASIAIUN

@YIYAY 0232078
T N¢ r NL
v 628y yey S 06% £601 8s§ 9'0LL L85y S08 IWiI0L
9t 0262 o1t S S'8¢ el oSy 2001 gt4 Bunesu(u3 reojueuden
£t 020t 6S §'8e 48 €9 oe 'yy 0L yaseese ] suotesedO pus SupeeuiBul miasnpu)
Ly Ly BupesuBu3
2’51 60LY 812 08e2 S'seE - AN L'ye V2L [ % Bujseeu|Bul )ndwoD pue D113
o'rL 1'5€2 -] S'EYy €8 9€ ] ZoLl CETY Bupeeuifu3 IND
L 8512 SY 0201 SElL €S S8t T ze Bupsesu(Bu3 resjusyd
61 x> 8'c 02 ON3J ‘eauy s.UBEQ
ONIEIINIONT
- 243 L2912 998 G99yl Z'191 £921 20!l 6925 1'29 WwioL
6ve LL91'e 996 Sore'L FAT: 18 £t kALY 8'92S v'ee vopednp3
NOILYONQ3
rZil 9l 099 £91 FAA} £2 &9 "R V1oL
g1t g1t uesBo1d diyswalul Lsieaun
Sel :2°) €2 ry S0 tueaq jo MU0
L'el 9l 089 vy JOIABUOQ PUB SOUOIISOININ
oS %4 se 50 2VISYD
L oy 1'gs waiSaid 2i08
SIONIIDS GNV S1BY 20 IDI 10D
oiL ZLr5tL 95  oo00r £y _ 068 el VER o sort IWi10L
g9e oesl 99 S'ot (3> ot €6l gt gt 12 ABojoros
LSt L0 oSt Ausouoo3] onNcd puB UBNOY Y (81905
ZoL 1°26€ o'y 096 g6l 859 11 59 (13 2:18 S8t ABowousisd
oot L'e8t ge szy 0's or ) 952t g8l 0OUSIS MEONI0d
96 0¢es 9€Et es Lt 02¢ §'S seprus rede
LEt S0 €S Ly €t SO $8IPIS JOq8
FA N 9992 et SOLL 80 LL St 1ogt (374 WOUCOJ
051 8Lr2 rs (XL Se £0! 012 o8 Sott X1 UOREUNWIWOD
s2t ozss ozt Ste g 60 i 9901 Syl ABoodasyiuy
01 SH8S ‘oY s.uee
SIONIIOS TIYHOIAYHIS ONY T™MDOS
Aioed 314584  L1OVINOD 604 uofeuessiQ  SISey)L Apnig UoIsSNosIqQ atd weiBaud 20 weuseded
$3N0H 12€1U07) WIOL ueiboid waoeld  wepuedepy qel 8noe Ajroey
NOISIAHIJNS 3LVYNAYHD NOILLONYLSNI WOOBSSY1D
/SISIHL SHONOH H3IHILO JO3YIC
{11) toi) ls} (8] (el )] s ly) (€} t4]

Z8-1681 /A JUIPEIY
SUNOH LIOVINOD ALINDVIE

eywy 18 s1e

Y

"y jo Ayamatun

{1}

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



APPENDIX D

'S I 1 | 9N ke ‘
LT \1 m.m@% .mmﬁwwﬂ %p mmmv o rmw m &w 2631704 » (YIO) DUl PUS UD/eesel RUOANITIUY JO SOWO « IBIBUWY 18 SusSNLDETTWY jO Asiearn

- fed

rez 0L oS A T gt ot WioL

Z20E S'09 [ ¥4 PAL ] 9L (x4 SIMOAA 1NOLAIAA AISI0AIN

96 9'6 8 92 [ [} wesbald $I0U0H
U3H10

oLl 492 868 S99 = S82 991 z9 89 orZlL |4 74 WVIOL

$0ol F4: 743 98 0’9t 3 24 80 k41 St Yo £9L oo onand

rii (oY vt g5 9t g6 09 €9 8°LE o'e $J0DI08](J VORBIUNUNLOD
HLTV3H O18Nd

| &) | 4174 89 g6t gy 9T b} 4 | X4 €091 0’81 WIOL

sri 2’68 [ 1’0 st €L 09 seiprys TU0dS

8L 9’5 €2 See Sy uonwedeld euostejold

[5gA} [} [O83 uopeanp3 [sosAld

9'€El 6'v8 9's g6l R 4 % €0 | X4 84 0L SOUIPS 8810J0X ]

o'l ooy JO X12940

59 £e £e S0 IHd ‘BRY s.UBe]
NOLLYONQA3 TYOISAHd

£l FA1A] %4 €02 Y 98 861 [ % 74 gel VIOL

€0l Legl .34 4024 it 98 86l 4 22 9tt SuminN
ONISHUNN

L6 Ziry 09 ore Vg yee L2 Q0L€ %3 4 W0l

reit 09 ovs rri e Beumpy j0 ICOUIS

g'rs €0 Lz L\S ye Suneen

9’18 e V6L 601 wedloteunyy

o6 00 e €48 g1 SOUBU| DUB TSSUISN [BMUSD

€96 gy LT 8’68 get Bununocody

ot 2> ot WOS ‘raty s useQ
INIWIOYNWW

Lot 0'gs¥'L o X0, oyel g'y0l v 05 £re G512 0'9LL 89¢cL TviOL

SEl 002 (x4 §Ll 0'S [o2] €8 £6e 9’024 -3 4% SEOUEPS MBLIY PUS ArsupsIen

9L 6'68 gt g6l 0’6 g'0 80 1 41 V'SS 6Lt $O{LOLOOT BUNOSOY

| A Ly ¥'o SL gt L0 gel Y19 o)) ABoowped 1weld

L8 60le 92 §et €L F443 98 iy 1'96 v'ye SB0LNDS 10 PUB lUBY]

Le 805 gt S0t X4 S0 Ve FA 0'ie 8'S UORANN

g | 1 6L oSt 21 3 74 892 %4 g'esl £02 Bujuueld rsuo|Bel PUe SIOelILRLY edBospue

1ot 9'98 L &4 09 S0 e 5'se o'vs 09 UOIBASIUIWPY 1BAR | PUS JUBNEssY '110H

€8 9'8L) €S S0t -8~ 9'0 Y3 o8y L'6L 08l usweBeusyy 81PIA PUe A589104

[ 328 | 7~4% g1 0’95 oyl gL el 9ot e USRS POO

413 i 80 60 BupeeuiBul poo4

L Z'ie 92 0'se gL €0 €9 L&A 8'6E g2t ABoowou3

06 8'L9 9'0 8'c qe [A] £rS 8L $6(PreS JHUNSUCD
S3OUNOSTH TVHNLYN ONY GOOd

Aioed314A8d  LOVINOD 994 voneuessiQ  sieUl fprug VoIssosiq 314 weiBold o usiLsede]

SJNOH 1|MUOD IWLIOL wesBold woRwd wepuedepuy e eimae Ayros.
NOISIAHIJNS ILVNAVHD NOLLONYLSN! NOCHSSY10
/S1S3HL SHONOH H3HIO 10341G
(83 fo1) (6] ] 7] [C] (sl [G] el f2l N1
Z6-16681 J00 A SNEEY
SHNOH LOVINOD ALINOVA

WINYLLIY 19 SUSENUISeeEY |0 AHEISAIUN




APPENDIX D

26/61/01 « Butuuelg pue yaseesay [BUONMASU] JO BYO « 13I8YLIY 1B SHBSAYIBSSEY O AlIsieAlun ﬁ

TR AdBa 1528

v -

il

{sinoy oeuoo ey}
peubissSe Sem 8sunod ipelo-eesy) e ‘e'i) sinoy 3peid o} [enbe jes eiem sinoy ejuod (sseaoud Bulinpeyos 8sinoo ey} o} Joud ejqejieAR 10U JO B|QeLIEA B1eM

sew} ejnpeyss ‘e't) .Juewebuelre Aq, pelsi| ese YdIYm Sesincd 104 ‘ole ‘sielielew dn sies ‘sjuelwubisse seijield ‘sieljell sAllelISIUILIPE Sejpuey J01INsul

ue yotym Bulinp uoisses ssejo e Jeye pue 830,80 SelnUIW BAl} ey} sjewixoidde 0} ‘yeem e | jew SSe|d B ewi} YOBe JO} POPPE 818M Sinoy /9}° 'uoipppe

U] *esJNOD 6Y) JO} Pelsl SINoY %OOo[D Apieam fenioe ey Bulejnoles pue ejl ejnpeyos esinos ey) Guiuiwexe AqQ peulteiep e1em sinoy .o Aynoe)

eseq ey} Jo Jequiew B Sem 8SINCS 8y} 10} Jolonuisul Avewid, eyl ji Ajuo ejqe) iyl Ul pepnjoul 818 $8sIincd esey} Ul pejeieusd sinoy 10eu0) ‘sypeld £ Aed
AlesidAy ysiym sesincd pejnpeyos ‘uojionnsuy WooISSe|d 108uip. Ul pelelsueb ele sinoy joejuod Ajnoej jo Ajuolew ey ‘einjoe — woolsse) peng (gl

+1 “SINHH) we}sAg uonewloju| Wwewebeuep seanosey uewnH o£ uo noum& efejuecied EoEE_ouam fenjoe o£ o) 282

AouejeAINbe @E_«.__E ‘dnos6 siy}Jo4 -peo Buiyceey enioe sJequew Aynoej e eanpe. Jybiw yoiym (‘ole ‘sennp ealeilsiulupe ‘yoseesel) sslyjigisuodses

1ey10 jo sse|psebel ‘Guiyses) Jo} pezinn eq pino2 yoiym suoilisod Ajnoe} jo tequinu [elo) ey sjueseidsl )] "spunj elels woij pied (Aed noyim eaes;] 1o

[eoijeqqes uo esoy) sse| ‘sjuewjuiodde AYnoey e ‘e71) Ajnoe;} e|qejreae, jo swie} ul peuodes ese ejep jeuuosied jeuonoruisul jo dnoib sjuy Jo4 “ieinioe| pue

‘101on11sul ‘Jossejold Juejsisse ‘Jossejoid ejeroosse ‘(1ossejoid jing, se O} pellejes sewelwos) Jossejoid lisieywy/ssep te pehojdwe syue! diiepede

oAl ey} Jo euo pjoy dnoib syl ut Aynoe} |y ‘sesodind Asejebpnq ioj dnoif yoes-einue} eyl o} Jusieainbe eq 0} peiepisuoo AjjeieueB suciysod Buiyyy ese

oym |euuosied yoeli-einuel-uou jo dnoib jjetus e sepnjoul osje 3} "peiuelb eq ueo einue} ysym 1o} suoiysod o} peiodde ueeq eAeY OYM IO 8INUB} PeAiede]
eaey oym jeuuosied [euononiisul jje sepnjour ‘Ajnoe;} pexyuel, 10 '1einbel, ‘eseq, ey} pejeo ueyo ‘dnoib sy Ajnoed (314) wejeainby ewyl-jingd 2]

‘soijes |ejuswedep oY} JO BUO Ul PEPN|DU] JOU i UBAB ‘SIn0Y -
el [ pue Anoe) 314 |{e epnjoul [ejo} pueib eyl pue |eas} e6e)j0/1004os eyl Je sieloigns ey) "yun eyl Joj Ayndej 314 0} Sinoy OB jo olles ey
eje|nojed o} ejqissodw i Bunjew Aqesey) (Awouoo] [eonijod pue ybnoy | {eioog se yons) Aljnoe} OU BABU YOIUM SUUN Jepun peisi] e1e SiNoY (oelucS 8wog
"HUN Yoes Ul SINOY JorlucO puE AYnde} 314 ueemieq diysuoiie]el euc-0i-euo eyed e JoU St 818y} jey) sueelu sty | ‘uoiionisu) eyy Buipiaoid Ajnoe} ey jo
#51n0s Buipuny ey} jo ssejpiebes (esinoo ey} Bunsy "e'l) uoloniisul 8yl Sureyo yun ey siuessidels weiboid Jo uswuedep eyl ‘uononisul ieylo, jo esed ey}
ul ‘elojeiey ) ‘¥ epiaold oym siequew AYnoe} [enpIAIpUl BYL YitM UOIIONISUL YUl o} ejqissod 10U Si i ‘Jeaemoy ‘(mojeq ees) uononiisul Jeylo. o4 "pejebpng si
uononssul ey Buipiaoid Jeqwew Aynode} 8U} Yoy o} yun ey} siueseides weiboid 1o Juewedep ey) ‘(mojeq ees) UOIONIISUL WOOISSE]D 1061IP. JO 8SBD 8y} U
pejebpnq ese Aynoe} oyl yoiym ol Jiun ey stuesesdes weiboid Jo luewuedep eyl *Ainoe; jo esed ey) u| ‘welboid 1o wwewnedeq (1]

pakojdwe ABojopoyisw sy} 9qLosap (M0jaq 83S) SII0U UWNIOD [BNPIAIPUY 8y peiinbal

si1om suoneidepe jo Jaquinu e 0S ‘peopuom Aynoey Buunseaw jou ‘syuawubisse peopiom Anoey Guipinb jo esodind ey o} padojaaasp
SEM JUSWIIBIS JNVY 8YL PBOPMIOM Aynoed Uo JuawslelS (dNvy) $105S3j01d AUSIOAIUN JO UOHEIJOSSY UBdLBWY 6961 6u} jo yoeosdde
1239U86 8y} YUM WBISISUOD JOUUBW B Ul PaJeINdjed a1em SInoYy 10BIU0D ‘uodas siy) Jo4 “luasaidal ejep au) jeym ucsm._mua: o} weuodwt
st 31 0S ‘sinoy Peiuod Aynoej Buneinoies jo poylsw prepuess ou St 818yl “(onqnd eyl oy pue sndwed sy} 0} Uloq ‘8IAI8S Ul PUB U2JBesal
pue diysiejoyos ui samiqisuodsal weoyubis Auseo osie Aynoey ‘1S1aywy 1B SHASNYIBSSE JO AUSIBAUN 8yl 8l AUSIBAIUN Yoseasal JuelD)
pue oiqnd e 1e) abeBua 0} pajoadxa aie AYnJB) YMUM Ul SailiAloR 8y} JO auo Ajuo syuesaidas ‘uiny ui ‘Buiyoea) ey 8uy pue ‘sinoy
3211j0 1einBal 'SjUapNIS YUM S30U3IBjJu0d [enpialpul ‘Buipesb ‘uonesedasd 85i1N0d 8AJ0AUL OS[E UBD UoIYM ‘Satliqisuodsas Buiyoes) Jisy)

0} Aynoe} Aq paloasp s 8y jo ued Ajuo jussaidals sinoy 8sayl -(Bumas jeuondruisul 13410 JO WOOISSEID B} Ul SIUSPNIS YiMm ,10Bjuod,
ul) UonONUISUI 103J1p Ul s1aquiaw Ainoey AQ Apdam jueds swi) eyl Jo B1eWIISS UB U8SaIdal 0} Papusiul 8le SINOH 108ju0), Aynoed

M3|AIBAD

.SINOH 10B1U0Y,, A1INdB4

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




APPENDIX D

C6/61/01 « OC_C_ 2|4 pUB |oIBB38Y) [BUORMITSU| JO 8O « 1SI0YIUY I¥ Suesnyorsseyy jO AsioAtun

°D

1

‘ejqe) SIy} uo peuodss eie supesd uoneusssip YBnoiy peleseusB sinoy 1euo e ‘lequew Ajnoe} e Aq pesiaiedns eq Ajuo ued sypeid uoneusssip

eoulg ‘uononiisul eyy Buueyo wreiboid 1o uewyedep eyl o} BuipIcOOE UMOYS BIE SINOY 1ORILOD ‘siequew Alnde) [BNPIAIPU] YiIM S}Ipelo UoheLessip

juy 01 ejqissod jou st )l esnedeg (- s oL = 50856l 9,J01Se IO} POSN 8]B) OM]-0}-8U0 8Y) UM pereduwod pue ‘uojoniisul WOOISSE| DelIp Joj pesn
1€ BUOC-0}-8UO 6} O} JUSJEAINDS) HI0M UCHEUSSSIP JO INOY 1Peid Yoee Joj peteleust st Inoy 1oeluod 8uo ‘Lodel siy} Jod "uoiienessip eyl eJinbey sweiboid
[BI0100P [[V 'SUPOID UOJIELIesSIP [BI0)00P U pelde|jel 8| (£ 8lou ees) yiom elenpeld jo uoisiaiedns Ajnoej ewos "UOjIBLIeSS|Q — UCHIONIISU] JOUIO

*sinoy jorjuco Aynoe;
10 swie) U Aweleainbe pajees ae sesey) s, 18isepy pue sesey) siouol ejenpeiBiepun ‘Uodes siy) jo sesodind ey} Jo4 “sesey) 8I0UCH Yum pejejoosse

%IOM 10§ SeyenpeIBispun O} PePIEME SHIPeId JO JeqUINU [[eWS € S108|je. OS{e 8|qel SIUl (810N ‘s|qe) Sty uo peyodes eJe sipeld sisoy YBnaiy) pajeisued
sInoy 108100 (B ‘sequew Aynoe; & Aq pesiaiedns 6q Ao UeD sypeId sisey) eoujs ‘uojionisul ey Bupeyo weiBoid 1o juswuedep eyl o) Bujpioooe
UMOYS 88 INOY 1DBIUOS ‘Siequisil AYynoe) jBNPIAIPU} YIIM SUPeID s|sew] yuj o} ejqissod Jou s} i esnedeg *( s — UOj}OoNI}8U} WOOISSB[D 1081ip
O} POSN 8}e) 8UC-0}-8UO 8] UitM PesedWoD S.) HOM S|seyl JO SINCY PO OM] Loes Jo} peleieusB si INOY 108jUCD 8UO ‘Lode: U} Jod “sisey) ey; Jwied

10 eiinbel sweiBoid AUBW ‘|eAs] S 10)1SBN BU} Iy "POPIEME 818 SLPeId YoIum Buunp (ssejselwes omi Ajjensn) e jo poued pejiwj; 8y} puoheq jjem senuiuoo
UBY0 HI0A TRyl POOISIBPUN Si il YBNOYYe ‘Siipess uoiienesstp 10 sisey) YBNoIy) JUepN]s 8y} O} pepIeme 8| JPe.d Djtwepedy ‘lonpoid [eulj ey jo |eacidde
PUEB MBIAB) PUR ‘SPOY1eL PUE S8JINOS Blep UO UOKBYHNSUCD ‘sebels SnoileA s) Ul UOREBUSSSIP JO SiS8y] 8} U0 JUsWWOO pe|ieiep pue JO MelAe) *sesselboid
%IOM BjIUM UOCHBJNSUOD Juenbey) ‘ubisep yoreeses Buiaoidde pue uo Bunjnsuod ‘0ido) uolleuessip 10 s|sey) ey} eujje) pue Auspj wepn)s ey} Bujdiey
SBAJOAUI }IOM BeliWwWo) sseboid s,juepnis yoee Buisiaiedns seelWIOD BY) JO Si6qIBL SB SlUBPN]S UIIM Ale8015 syJom s1equew Aynoed AusIeAn
youeese Jolew e je uoiionisyl jo Wed Juelodul Ue Si }IOM UollelessIp pue sisey] ejenpesb jo uosiaiedns eyl ‘siseyl — UOjioniisul JeYlO

“8|qe} s1y} uo peyodel ele eaoeld ybnoiy; pereseust sinoy oeluco
ile ‘Jequew Aynoe} e Aq peacidde eq Ajuo Ued §peld eHIoRId BOUIS “UOhONIISUl By} Buueyo weiboid Jo Juswyedep ey} o} Buipioooe UMOYS 8J8 SINOY

PRIUCO ‘siequiewWw Ajjnoe} [enPIAPUl Yum BDYI0R.d YU|| O} e|qssod jou s; i} esnedeg *( £pnig wepuedepu| Joj pesn elel X|s-0}-8U0 BY} YUM
peledwod se) BoNJRId JO SINOY JPeID BAI8M) 4OES J0} pejeisueb st Jnoy peluod euo ‘Lodel siy) 1o ‘soueiiedxe 6y} jO uojienjeae pue uoijenjeae sseiboid
10} UBYO PUE UOKEYNSUOD [ENIIUI 10} ‘JeA8MOY ‘paiinbel §] 10BIU0D Ajnde UOHONISU] WOCISSE 108JIp 10} POSN BlEJ SLUES BU] J8 PEJBINJ[ED J0U 810}6164}
eJe sINoY 10eU00 Alnoej pue '|oBIUCD AYNOe} 108JIp INOYLM JN30O {|IM HIOM 8,Juepnis ey} jo JSow jey) sewnsse puy sjy} jo Apmig ‘Teacidde Ajnoe) eoueape
elinbes eondRId Iy ‘Jequew Aynoej e Yum pelenobeu Alfenpiaipul s) ewos pue ‘sdiysuieiu) pesinedns-AlsieAlun yBnolyl s1n200 uoiioniisul sy} jo ewog
-Apnis oiepese Jo Beje U O} pejejes edueledxe Juepnis 1o} peiuelB ypeid ‘edoeld BIA SIN3D0 UOHONIISU] BWOS "8J[1dRI4 — UOHINNSY] JeUl0

‘e|qe} sty uo peyodel ere Apnig uepuedepu} ubnoay; pejessued sinoy VeSO (le ‘lequiew Aynoe} e Aq peacidde eq Ajuo ueo
upeis Apmig wepuedepu) soulg “uohoniisul eyy Buuejo weiBoid Jo wewyedsp 6y} 0} BuIPIOIOE UMOYS 8JB SINOY IDBIUD ‘siequiews Ajnoe) [enpIAIPUI Yum
Apnig yuepuedspuy yuii o} ejqissod Jou s ¥ esnedeg ‘ ~— UOIIONJISUI WOOISSEID 10811p IO} PESN 81l 8UC-01-8UC oY) Yum pesedwod se) Apmg

wepuedepu) Jo s1NOY yPeId Xis Loee 10) pereisuel si 1oy Pejuco suo ‘Uodel siy} Jog Jonpaud ey jo uoiienfeae Joj pue ‘sitodes sselSoid pue uoleynsuco
sipoued 1o} “oefoid ey} jo tioReUILLIeIeP [BHIU] 8Y} JO} ‘JeAemoy ‘pelinbel St 10rlUoD AYndeS “UOHONJISU] WOAISSEID 106iIp 10} pesn 8lel 6WeS eyl 1e
peIR|NO[ED 10U 81088y} 8JB SINOY 10BIUCO AYiNOB} PUB 1OBIUCD Aljnde) 1981IP INOYM INOOO (liM XIOM 8,UepNIS eyl JO Yonul jey} sewnsse Apnig uepuedepy|
‘(-o1® ‘wexe [e0 ‘Jeded jeu; e “'6'6) pejen{eAs 8q {Ilm }10M 8L} MOY JO UoHEUILIeIeP SE ||eM Se ‘oido) Yoseesel Jo 1oefaid oioeds e Jo} 1equiews Aynoe}

ey Jo jeaoidde soueape sesinbel 1ipesd Apnis Juepuedepuj °pjel e uj 3iom Alolnposul peie|dwoo Apeelje eAey oym sjuepnis ejenpesf pue sejenpelbiepun
uoisiap Jeddn yum Ajjeloedse ‘siseq UO-0}-6UO B UO SOSINCO POINpeYyds BpiSIN0 SINX0 ULHONJISY ewog ‘Apmig juepuedepuj — uofionJisuy] 10410

'ole ‘sjeueiew dn sjes ‘sjueliubisse seljire]d ‘siejjew

eAneIISIUIWIPE SejpUeY JOIONNSY| U Yatum Buunp uoisses e Jelje pue 8iojeq sejnuiw eAl eyl eyewixoidde O} ‘yesM B Uj 16W UOYDES B 8L} Yoee 10] peppe
816M SINOY /01" ‘uolippe U} | ' " uonoes ey} Jo} pelst sanoy o0} Apjeem fenjoe ey Bune|nojes pue ej)j 8|npeyos esinod ey} Bujuiwexe Aq
peuilIelep 81eM SINOY PRIUCY (pPepNnjoul Jou e1em jeuuosied [BUCHONISUI J8Y10 pue Sy L Aq peloelip suo[}D8S UOISSNISIP 1O qe|) Aijnoe) 8seq ey} jo Jequew
© SEM UOIPes ey} I0} Jowniisul Arewud, eyl §1 Auo ejqe) siyl Ul pepnjou; ere SUCDes esey] u| pejeleust sinoy oRIUOD NOeM YOee 8L} [euolippe Jo} jesw
YolyM InQ YpeIo jeuonippe Alied Jou op YJIYM SUDIII8S UoISSNIs|p 1O qe| pejejo0sse @A{OAU| $8SINCO Auepy “Uo[ssnos|()/qe ~— WOOISSEID 1984iq

(8]

(2]

£)!

{s]

)

Q

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




APPENDIX D

268/61/01 « Bujuurld pus Y2IuesAY [RUORNINSU] JO 834j0) « 18J0|WY |8 su8sNYdessaK jo AsieAlun
o

2

i\)

“NOY 1PNUOS suo sejeseued noy Iipen suo Jusweduvise Aq, peinpeLps $esinoo

304 ‘uoisses s3u Jod wNOY 791" snid ‘SINOY HIO[O PEINPeYSS fentoe UO
peseq 818 $L04O8% UOISSNISIH PUS (8] PUB $8SIN00 8INJO8| JO) TINOY 1083U00,

P 904 weiboid

b uoneuosssiq

3 siseyl

ct BJlORId

9 Apnis Juapuedsput
N uojssnosia/qen

Wl 81n}oe"

1oy 1P0ejU0D  Logonisyy jo edA]
euo ejeseueb

ol pepesu
sinoy 11peso

Kio06ej8) |BUOjIoNISU] AQ S81BY JNOH J0BIUOD

‘(Lmelen), 86s) sesodind [BUCHINIISU 1O} SIUSPNIS YIiM JOBIUCD U} SI Jequiel Ajnoej yoes ysiym Buunp seem Jed sinoy ebeseae eyl jo
elewise ue ‘Uodes sty jo ubisep eyy o} Buipioddy (g Lwn|oo/0} uwn|oo) Anded 314 Aq pepiap sinoy EBIUOS [elo] ‘Rynoerd 314 1ed 8INOK 108IUOD

‘(LmeInleA)),, 88s) sesodind [RUOIIONIISY] JO] SIUBPNIS YUM 1DBIU0D U| 8e Aynoe; yoiym Gulnp yeem ted sinoy
[e10} 8y} jo elewnse ue ‘uodes siyy jo ubisep ey o} Buipicxoy “uoPMIISUY jO seyjoBeluo jje uj pejelsusB sinoy 10BIUCD By} O WNS 8] WU (vioL

“8|qel 1y} Uo peuodes ee sjuswioue 684 weibold Ybnosy peyeseusd sinoy peluoo jje ‘Jequew

fynoe; e Aq pasiasedns eq Auo Ued SUPSIO UCHELIBSSIP pUE SISeUl 8JUIS "UoionJisu ey} Buueyo weiboid 1o ueyedep eu o} Buipicooe uMOUS eJe sinoy
10RjUOO ‘siequuew Anoe} [EnPIAIPUI Yiim SUpeid eed WweiBold yui o} 3iqissod jou st i esnedeg — yoisiasedns uoIlRUBSSIP JO) pasn elel
eUO-0}-8UO 8U} Ylim pesedwico pue ‘eolideld 10} pesn ejes ey} o} jueleainbe) ee weibaldg ey ybnoiy) pejessusB sinoy 1ipesd 21 yoes o) pejeseusf si inoy
1DRIU0O eUO ‘podel sy} 104 "Wodel Siy} U} pelunoosip Ajiaeey ere eeg weiboid ey Ybnoiy) pejeleusd sinoy J0BIUOS ‘Jeaemoy ‘UORELIESSID 10 Sisey] eul jo
uoiiejdwoo premo Alnoe; yim Ajeance Bupiiom Aiessedseu jou ere siepnis slenpel eeg weiboid esnedceg "sinoy 1oeluod Ajnoe; o1 Aialioe [BuoidnNISul
SIY} JO SWOS YeAUDO o} ejelidoidde si }) pue ‘sypeid eeiy) sejeseueb uswijoiue 86y weiboid v . ‘suepnis ;00 weiBouy, se Jeisibes ued (suoitelessip

10 sesey) e18;dwod o) UsYO) sniels BANdR Jieyl BuiNURUCO 18 UM INQ ‘SIIPAID J8YI0 JO UOIELIeSSIP JO SISey] 10} Pe||Oius Jou 8Je OYM SJUBPNIS BiBNnpely)
‘yiom ejenpesb jo uoisiazedns Aynoe;} ey jo Led Auo j0ejjel Siiped UOHBLeSSIP pUe Sisey] ‘eAoqe pelou sy ‘e84 wriboid — uoponiisu] 10410

(1)

fot)

(6]

Q

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




APPENDIX E =~

Response of the
University of Massachusetts at A:mnherst

The Senate Post Audit and Oversight Committee’s review of faculty workload measures raises
important questions for all public colleges and universities in Massachusetts. It is, in fact, part of 2
national trend toward increased understanding of the value and purposes of public higher education.
State governments, faced with mounting federal mandates, explosive growth in entitlement programs,
and static or eroding tax bases, have been forced to re-examine every aspect of state spending, higher
education included. Students and parents, confronting rapid increases in tuition and fees while real
incomes are declining, are making new demands for better information on the costs and benefits of a
college education. The value of the public’s investment in higher education, taken for granted by
generations of Americans, is being called into question.

Those questions must be answered. As the chief academic officer of the Amherst campus said in a
letter to the Committee during the course of the study, “the state and our students — who pay most of
the freight for the University’s ongoing activities — need to know what they are getting for their
money.” Decades ago, billions of dollars were spent in this and other states to build, in many cases
almost from the ground up, systems capable of educating the Baby Boom generation. The need was
obvious, and relatively few questions were asked about the value of the investment. But times have
changed. The demographic tide has been receding since the late seventies, and is only now beginning to
flow again. Institutions like UMass/Amherst, constructed with a strong teaching mission, have
developed into equally powerful engines for research and economic development. Campuses designed to
meet the needs of a body of relatively homogeneous, reasonably well-prepared students now struggle to
adapt to the new and different needs of a more diverse and demanding generation. It is appropriate,
therefore, to ask how higher education has responded to these fundamental changes.

Extensive Management Systems

But the need to examine how the University meets its mission has been a part of a trend inside the
institution, as well. The Committee’s study came after an extended period of wrenching change for the
University: the deepest state budget cuts in the institution’s history; the loss of more than 750 FTE
positions, including some 200 faculty; rapid increases in tuition and fees which left student charges at
UMass/Amherst second-highest in the nation; and, triggered by all of these other changes, an
enrollment decline of 3,500, nearly 15%. The need to accomplish more with fewer resources led to the
development of much stronger planning and management capabilities. The Committee notes in its
report the “many formal systems in place which collect discrete information about faculty activities,
workloads, and productivity.” The Committee’s Appendix B, “Selected Recent Assessments of Faculty
Activity,” shows the extensive array of systems and reviews developed over the past decade to
provide detailed management information to the Chancellor, Provost, deans and departments, and to
meet the accountability requirements of the Board of Regents /Higher Education Coordinating Council,
accrediting bodies, and state and federal governments. And as the Amherst campus Provost observed in
a letter to the Committee, those systems produce hard data used to make tough decisions, not “reports
gathering dust on a shelf.” He went on to say, “we invented these management tools because we needed
to manage: to reallocate faculty positions and phase out or reduce programs.”

It is ro surprise, then, that the Committee’s report indudes many points of agreement. With
relatively few exceptions, the Committee’s advice to the University is constructive and welcome, and
even the few points of disagreement reflect differences of understanding or emphasis rather than
fundamental clashes of principle. We focus on the Committee’s major findings in detail below.
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High Instructional Productivity

The University was encouraged that the Committee’s study confirmed the consistently high level
of instructional productivity achieved by the UMass/ Amherst faculty:

e According to the Committee, the “contact hours” produced by the UMass/Amherst faculty have
been higher than the standard set by the American Association of University Professors (the
standard selected by the Committee) for each of the four years studied. In the most recent year, the
UMass/Amberst faculty performed at a level 18% higher than the AAUP standard.

* Faculty productivity has increased, despite a nearly 15% loss of faculty positions triggered by
massive state budget cuts. The Committee’s data showed that the increase came in both faculty
contact hours and in student/faculty ratios.

e The Committee also found that instruction has remained focused on direct “lecture” type instruction:
“faculty contact with students in traditional classrocom settings appears to have increased ...
despite reductions in the faculty workforce and enrollment.”

This is good news. It means that the taxpayers are still receiving a solid return on their investment,
and it means that prospective students, who may fear that budget cuts have eroded courses offerings
and their opportunity to work with faculty, should be reassured.

Potential for Improvement

With one exception, the only real criticism offered by the Committee had to do with the campus’s
ability to talk about what it does. After commenting on the campus’s many management and assessment
systems the Committee nevertheless observes that “their ability to report to the wider world is
somewhat limited.” We agree. As suggested above, the management tools used to gather information
about the faculty were created primarily for intemal use, and often under the stress associated with
rapid change. Although these systems helped the campus’s leadership make the best of a bad
situation, they were not designed for reporting to the public. Their effective use requires the expertise
and judgment of experienced managers.

And yet, as the Committee states, and as we agree, “it is in the best interest of faculty — and the
university as a whole — that policymakers and the legislature understand the instructional, research
and public service activities of faculty.” Citing the fact that a great portion of state spending is driven
by federal mandate or court order, the Committee concludes that “itis in the best interest of the public
system of higher education as the largest recipient of ‘discretionary’ spending ... to be vigilant and
effective in addressing the accountability demands of the public.”

We take this as we believe it was intended: as friendly advice. The campus will examine the way
in which it reports its activities to the “wider world,” and will seek to develop the most effective
means of communicating the accomplishments of our faculty. This effort will, consistent with the
Committee’s advice, focus especially on the areas of research and public service. As a result of the
many discussions we held with Committee staff, we have already laid out some of the principles
which we believe should guide this effort, summarized below (“Next Steps”).

It is important to note that the Comunittee’s comments about UMass/Amherst were not intended to
single out the campus. As the Committee stated, “the issues raised by this report are in no way
particular to the University of Massachusetts at Amherst.” The campus’s approach to reporting, the
Committee found, was “not inconsistent with the practices of other public and private universities.” As
suggested above, these issues emerge from a much larger trend in higher education nationally. We have
the oppcrtunity to make progress in our own way, however, and we believe it is important to take
advantage of that opportunity.
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One point which requires clarification is the Committee’s suggestion that faculty are not
accountable for the time they spend on their research and public service activities. “Faculty have
great discretion and autonomy over their unscheduled [non-classroom] time,” the report states, “a block
of time this study discovered is too large to remain unexplained.” It is true that faculty are hired to do
far more than meet with students during scheduled classes. It is also true that faculty, like other
professionals, are expected to manage their own time. But faculty accomplishments in instruction,
research and public service — and the time devo.ed to them — are not “unexplained.” Close and
careful monitoring of faculty activity in all areas occurs at the departmental level, where the
department head and the departmental personnel committee have first-hand knowledge of what
faculty members do. The normal administrative processes of the university (annual evaluation, tenure
review, promotion, merit pay awards, courseload decisions, etc.) involve close evaluation of faculty
activity. This is not generally the kind of information which can be reduced to numbers and published
in a report, and it is therefore difficult to find ways in which insights about faculty productivity can be
shared with the public. As noted above, we will be working to improve our capabilities in this area.
But it is not fair to suggest that because this kind of information cannot easily be made plain to
everyone it is therefore known to no one.

The main point on which we take exception with the Committee’s report has to do with measuring
the quality of what the faculty produces. While the campus’s management systems provide extensive
quantitative data on faculty workload, especially regarding instruction, the Committee cites what it
sees as a lack of comparable qualitative data. This is an important point, and represents the greatest
obstacle to fully explaining to the world what occurs on the campus. For the most part, the quality of
faculty work is judged by others in the field. Our faculty are hired because they are experts, and only
similarly qualified experts can evaluate their performance. As the Provost reported to the Committee
during the course of the study:

As Provost, I can ... note that Prof. Porter wrote a paper on “Cold Crystallization
and Thermal Shrinkage of Uniaxially Drawn Poly(Ethylene 2,6-Naphthalate) by
Solid-State Coextrusion,” but I can’t judge whether it was good or bad, was a year in the
making or knocked off in an afternoon, pushes back the frontier in the field or restates
the obvious. ... Who can? The other people in the field.

It is true in every field. The work of physicists must be judged by people who know physics. The
subtleties of medieval history are understood by relatively few. The people of Massachusetts need to
be certain that their sons and daughters are leamning from people of serious scholarship and
accomplishment, but that very often requires that we seek the advice of other experts in the field, both
on campus and off. This is how quality is measured for tenure, for prograin reviews conducted by the
state, and for the accreditation process. But these kinds of assessments do not result in a “score” which
can be put in a report, and they do not occur every semester or every year. Finding a satisfactory way to
report the quality of faculty will require considerable effort and imagination, and it is likely that
progress in this area will come more slowly than in others.

Next Steps

The Comumittee points out that responsibility for “assessing overall faculty productivity” was
given to the new Higher Education Coordinating Council (HECC) as part of the legislation that created
the new University of Massachusetts system (Chapter 142 of the Acts of 1991). The University will
therefore work with HECC to improve reporting systems and increase the effectiveness of
communication with state government and the public. In so doing, we will keep in mind the following
points, drawn from our experience working with the Committee:
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The emphasis should be at least as much on how we report as on what we report. The Comunittee
received and made use of many reports issued from our regular systems or created at its request, some
of which appear as appendices to the Committee report. But even though the Committee found
those reports to be sufficient to make substantial judgments about the instructional productivity of
the faculty, they would probably mean little without staff analysis and interpretation. We should
seek to put data into a form which is as accessible and understandable as possible.

As the Committee stated, “workload policies at the university level should be broad-based and
consistent with the institution’s mission.” The same is true of workload reporting. While HECC is
charged with assessing faculty productivity across all campuses in the public system, the
expectations of faculty vary greatly from campus to campus. Even within the University of
Massachusetts system faculty engage in substantially different activities, consistent with the
differing missions of the campuses. Our reporting systems should make these differences, and the
reasons for them, clear.

Every effort should be made to draw on existing management systems and review procedures. It
would be tragic to divert resources from the classroom or other important activities to meet a new
reporting requirement if a simpler and cheaper method would yield a comparable result. We note
that some states have created substantial “accountability” bureaucracies, without any clear
evidence that the effort has improved what actually happens on the campus. It seems likely that
the new emphasis on accountability will require some new resources, but the best place to control the
cost is in the design of the program.

We must be certain that we are answering the questions that are actually being asked. Voluminous
reports that miss the point are of little value. If the public and the legislature want to know more
about our activities, then we should begin by asking them what they want to know, what kinds of
information are important and meaningful. Correctly approached, it should be possible to develop
a set of “key indicaiors” which address the important questions as informatively and efficiently as
possible.

As initial, concrete steps, we plan to move in two directions. First, we will examine the information
already available (from both management systems and non-statistical sources) and prepare an
annual report describing the University’s — and especially the faculty’s — accomplishments and
contributions to the Commonwealth. It would be designed for the general reader who seeks a
comprehensive view of the campus’s activities. Second, we will take a fresh look at the systems in
place for collecting and analyzing data on faculty workload with an eye to increasing the usefulness
and relevance of the data. This effort would involve consideration of changes to the Annual
Faculty Review which could be proposed to the faculty collective bargaining unit and redesign of
the reports drawn from the AFR and other sources. These actions should allow us to improve the
quality of both the information available to describe faculty accomplishments and our methods of
communicating that information.

The University of Massachusetts has been a key factor in the state’s successful transition to the
global knowledge-based economy. As the times have changed, so have we, and we look forward to the
development of new accountability mechanisms as an opportunity to demonstrate both what the state
needs and how we have responded.
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